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TT will be of little Uſe to you, or any o- 
ther Reader, to know the Reaſons for 
which I have ſo long defer d the Publica- 


have prevailed upon me to publiſh them after 


3 taken to account for this Delay, by giving 
out that I had long ago written an Anſwer 
to your Letter, and ſent it to the Preſs, 


and afterwards recalled it, as if upon a 


cooler Examination, after the firſt heat of 
* Writing was over, 1 had found reaſon to 
2 diſtruſt the Goodneſs of Athanaſtus's Cauſe; 
I think my ſelf in ſome meaſure obliged, in 
3 my own Defenſe, to aſſure you, that the 
2? dfory and the Inſmuation it carries with it 
are Falſe and Groundleſs. It is true indeed, 
I drew up an Anſwer to your Letter im- 
* meaiately upon the Receipt of it, but I ne- 
ver ſent it to the Preſs, neither was Jever 
Fully reſolved to Print it: Not that I ſau 
any thing Formidable or Unanſwerable in your 
Letter, but becauſe I found my Friends of 
very different Opinions about it; ſome aſſu- 
ving me that an Anſwer to it was general- 


ry affirming that the Firſt Part, in which 
$ | was more nearly concerned, deſerved no An- 
er, and that the Latter, your new Charge 
7 Forgery, might perhaps be me i 
z Re le- 
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tion of theſe Papers, or the Motives which 


2 fo long a Delay. Tet ſince you have under- 


h expected from me, Others an the contra- 
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deſerbe an Anſwer from ſome better Hand. 
And thus having let ſlip the moſt proper 
time of Publiſhing theſe Papers, partly 
through the Intervention of other Buſineſs, but 
chiefly through the Irreſolution which this 
Diſagreement of Opinions amongſt my Friends 
Had occaſioned in my own mind; I began 
to think, that they ought either to have 
been Publiſhed ſooner, or not at all. For 
theſe Reaſons they had long lain by 
me Neglected and Forgotten, till the a- 
bove-mentioned Story of yours, and your loud 
Triumphs upon all Occaſions, in Print 
and in Converſation, eſfectually convinced 
me, that it was now become abſolutely ne- 
ceſſary for me to Publiſh them; unleſs I © 
was willing to have it Univerſally be- 
lie ved, that I had entirely given up the © 
Cauſe of Athanaſius, as, even in my own _ 
Opinion, Deſperate and Indefenſible. This 
is what I thought fit to Premiſe in Op- 
poſition to the Falſe Account you have 
given of this Matter, leſt my filence upon 
an occaſion, which may ſeem ſo proper for 
Denying it, ſhould be taken for a Confeſ- * 
ſion and Confirmation of it, And now, 
Sir, without any farther Preface, I ſhall © 
addreſs my ſelf to the Examination f 
your Letter; conſidering every thing you © 
have ſaid in order as it lies in the Im- 
methodical Method you have preſcribed me. 
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A Defenſe of the Anſwer to &c. 5 


I. THE firſt thing you O&ſerve in my 
Y 1 Anſwer is, that I all along require 
full Proof and undoubted Evidence, where 
you. ſet down your Thoughts only under the 
Notion of Suſpicions. To this I reply, 
that it is too late for you to think of find- 
ing ſhelter under the modeſt Title you 
have given your Thoughts; for though 
you called them only Suſpicious, yet you 
concluded from them as Poſitively, as you 
now do from this laſt Convictive Diſco- 
very, that ATHANASIUS was a Knave 

and an Ignoramus : ſo that had I really 
required poſitive Proof for a poſitive A . 
ſertion, you would not have had the leaſt 
cauſe to Object, that I had miſtaken the 
ſtate of the Queſtion betwixt us, and de- 
manded Demonſtration, where you pre- 
tended to nothing more than Probability. 
When I am confidently told, that a Man, 
whoſe Actions and Sufterings make ſo no- 
ble a Part of Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, who 
has been in the Undiſputed Poſſeſſion of 
ſo Glorious a Character for above thirteen 
hundred Years, who was no leſs than five 


- 


1 Thus Suſp. 7. That this Life of Anthony is not written ſin- 
cerely by Athanaſius is plain &c. They ought therefore in Con- 
ſequence to give up Athanaſius. Suſp. 14 We hence learn ei- 
ther that Athanaſius was forced to Forge, or that he was an Ig- 
noramus. Suſp. 15. That this is in part deriv'd from his Kna- 
7 Evident &c. Suſp. 16. He ſtands here Convicted of Falſe- 

Cos | 


times 
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6 A Defenſe of the Anſwer to 

times in Baniſhment, in Perils in the Ci- 
iy, in Perils in the Wilderneſs, and in 
Deaths oft, purely for the ſake of his 
Conſcience, was, notwithſtanding all this, 
the greateſt Villain in the World; I think 
it is but Reaſonable to expe't Undoubred 


Ewidence for it. If there be any ſuch thing 


as a Relative Duty betwixt Men of the 
preſent and paſt Ages, if there be any ſuch 


thing as a Communion and Society betwixt 


the Church Militant and Triumphant; it 


is certainly a piece of Juſtice highly due 
to the Memory of Thoſe, who have in 
heir Generations Contended earneſtly, to 
the Hazard of their Lives, that the Faith 


which was once delivered to the Saints, 
might be delivered down to us alſo Pure 


and Undefiled, Not to give up their Cha- 


racters to every little Surmize. But how- 


ever, this is not the Caſe. As Reaſona- 
ble and Juſt as it is to expect Full Proof, 


I have been ſo far from inſiſting upon it, 
that I have endeavoured to bring ſuch 
Proof my ſelf againſt ſeveral of your Su- 


picions. If I have failed in my Endea- 
vours, it was your Buſineſs in this Re- 


ply ro have ſhewn it, inſtead of com- 


plaining that I have Required Of you ſtrong- 


er Proof than the Nature of the Thing 
will admit of; where'it is ſo very plain, that 
I have pretended at leaſt to bring much 
ſtronger Proof Againſt you, than Modern 
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Mr. Whiſton's Suſpicions, 7 
Suſpicions againſt an Eftabliſhed Character 


of Antiquity can often admit of, or ever 


cnyve. 

TO require ſuch Legal Conviftion is 
ſtill the more Unreaſonable, you ſay, be- 
cauſe the World knows, that the Athana- 


fians have long ago Dropped or Suppreſſed 


rhoſe oppoſite Arian Accounts, and many 
A thoſe Original Records, which were 
Rel to tend ſo much to their Diſaduan- 
tage. That Many Accounts and Original 
Records have been loſt Jong ago, all the 
World knows, or eaſily may know: but it 
is not altogether ſo eaſy to know what 
was contained in thoſe Accounts and Re- 
cords, which have been loſt ſo long ago. 
And ſince ſo many Millions of Books, 


and other Monuments of Antiquity, have 


periſhed by the Common, and almoſt Un- 


avoidable, Injuries of Time; ſince the 


Arians were ſo notoriouſly Guilty of De- 
ſtroying the Writings of the Orthodox; 
if I had not already obſerved in your various 
Works many Inſtances of that great Po- 
wer, which our Wills too often exerciſe 
over our Underſtandings; I ſhould have 
wondered very much how you could poſſi- 
bly work your felf up to ſo full a Perſuaſion, 
that neither Time, nor Chance, nor the 
Arians, nor the Worms, but the Athana- 
fians, and they only have robbed the 
World of theſe Original Records. 

AT „ II. 


B A Defenſe of the Anſuer to 
II. YOU Ol ſerve in the next place, that 
ATHANASIUS's Accounts are not early 
enough for our Satisfaction; as beginning 
not till about 25 Tears after the Council 
of Nice, and about 14 after thoſe of I yre, 
Feruſalem, and Conſtantinople. l muſt 
own, | can neither ſee any Force, nor find 
any Meaning, in this Obſervation; unleſs 
you ſuppoſe, that no Hiſtory is to be re- 
1lyed upon, which is not written and pub- 
liſhed immediately after the concluſion of 
the Tranſactions related in it (which is ve- 
ry ſeldom done, and often impoſlible to 
be done) and that ATHANASIUS was 
under ſome odd ſort of Obligation or o- 
ther, to write an Annual Account of His 
own Actions, and publiſh it at the Year's 
end. Beſides, Sir, you may pleaſe to re- 
member, what I have already Obſerved to 
ou *, that ATHANASIUS wroteHis A- 
* when there were many People a- 
live, Willing enough, if they had been 
Able, and ſuch too as had been Able, if 
any Man had been Able, to prove His Ac- 
counts Falſe, and His Letters Forgerzes, 
III. IN your Third O&/ervatton you en- 
deavour to Invalidate the Authority of Ba- 
{il, Nazianzen, Socrates, and the like A- 
thanaſians; when Quoted as diſtinet Au- 
thentick Witneſſes for AT HANASIUS's 
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1 Anſwer p. 49. i 
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Mr. Whiſton's Suſpicions. 9 


Vindication: particularly, in the Caſe of 
HSocrates, you ſay, this cannot but be 
= eſteemed by all Imparttal Judges a groſs 
Impoſition; ſince himſelf largely and fully 
© aſſures us, that. he altered thoſe Parts of 
= his Hiſtory,” which he at firſt had chiefly 
talen out of Rufinus, to accommodate it to 
the Accounts of ATHANASIUS, and that 
be did not add the Copies of his Records 
till then. Groſs Impoſition is a very hea- 
vy Charge expreſſed in Language not 
3 the moſt Courtly ; If it ſhould chance to 
recoil upon your ſelf, you muſt thank 
your ſelf for it, and not complain of 
Hard Words or Reflections. It is a Com- 
pliment which you have made me more 
than once; but that ſhall not provoke me 
to return it, or ſo much as to call This, 
in Language ſomething Softer than yours, 
an Artful Miſrepreſentation of Socrates's 
Meaning. You will give me leave how- 
ever to ſhew, ſince you have obliged me to 
: do it in my own defenſe, that you have 
widely miſunderſtood and palpably miſre- 
- preſented his Meaning in this Place, of 
which the Paſſage it ſelf is a ſufficient 
Proof without any Comment; Nothing 
being more plain, than that the chief, if 
not the only Miſtakes, he there ſays he 
Was led into by Rufinus, and had correct- 
ed by the help of ATHANASIUS (who 
could not but know the time of His ow 5 
N e ee 


10 A Defenſe of the Anſwer to 
Sufferings and Baniſhment better than Ru- 
finus) were purely Chronological. * Ru- 
c nus, ſays he, has made ſeveral Miſtakes in 
ce the Notation of Time. For he places 
ce ali the Troubles of ATHANASIUS af. 
cc ter the Death of the Emperor Conſtantine. 


5 « He is alſo altogether ignorant of His 
1 & Baniſhment into Gaul, and many other 
(1 «things. Him I have formerly followed 
ſi ce in the firſt and ſecond Books of my Hiſto- : 
jdt „ry. But having afterwards met witn 
itt «ſome of ATHANASIUS's Writings, * 
ji te jn which He complains of His Sufferings * 
Wi c and Baniſhment; I concluded, that I 

[it ce ought to believe him who had felt what 


che related, and ſuch as had been Eye- 
ce Witneſſes of the Facts, rather than thoſe 
« who went only upon Conjecture. 
YOU might have ſeen too, when you 
had this Paſſage of Socrates before you, 
that the ſecond Edition of his Hiſtory was 
not Corrected by the Aſſiſtance of . 
THANASIUS'sWritings only, but that he 
had alſo found a very valuable Collection of 
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Mr. Whiſton's Suſpicions. 11 


3 Letters, written by Men Eminent in thoſe 


Times, which were of great Uſe to him; 
ſome of which too he expreſly Cites elſe- 
where. As to your next Clauſe (that 


he did not add the Copies of his Records 


till then) The Inſinuation has the appear- 
* ance of more Artifice than I am willing 
to accuſe you of, as not only tending to 
depretiate Socrates's Teſtimony in general, 
but alſo very Conveniently placed to pre- 
7 pare the way for your Grand Diſcovery, 
by inſenſibly Prepoſſeſſing your Readers 
with ſuch an Opinion of that Hiſtorian, 
as may afterwards help to remove an Ob- 
jection againſt It, and make them the more 
ready to take it for granted, that Socrates 
was a famous Tranſcriber of ATHANASI. 
US's Records. But if he did not add the 
Copies of his Records till then, it wasnot 
becauſe he had none to add before he faw _ 
ATHANASIUS's Works; but, as he tells 
us himſelf?, becauſe he was firſt of Opini- 
on, that they would clog the Narration, 
and make it tedious, though he afterwards 
altered his Mind and inſerted them into 
the Body of his Hiſtory. But farther, 
had Socrates expreſſed himſelf leſs clearly, 
| even ſo as to leave room for Suſpicion, 
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12 A Defenſe of the Anſwer to 


that he had taken the Copies of his Re. 
cords from ATHANASIUS; that Suſpi- 
cion would immediately vaniſh upon com- 
paring their Copzes of the ſame Records, 
and obſerving the Variations, which would 
be found to be at the ſame time too In- 
conſiderable both for Number and Weight 
to affect the Authority of thoſe Records, 
and alſo too great to be thought conſiſtent 
with your Notion that the one Tranſcrib- 
ed the other. One Inſtance of this 
may not perhaps be improper. A- 
THAN ASIUS, in His Copy of Pope Ju- 


lius's Letter to the Alexandrians.", beſides © 


many other Variations from Jocrates's Co- 
Py ' has omitted ſeveral Sentences toge- | 
ther, and thoſe infinitely to His own Ho- 
nour and Advantage; amounting to above 
a fifth Part of the Epiſtle. Socrates how- 
ever has taken care to preſerve them from 
ſome other Copy, and this is not only an 
Anſwer to your Exception againſt Socrates 
as a Tranſcriber from Athanaſius, but alſo an 
Argument of AT HANASIUY's exceſlive 
Modeſty; in this beyond the Example of 
the Greateſt Men in all Ages, that where- 
as they generally thought themſelves at 
liberty, when vilifyed by their Adverſa- 

ries, not only to juſtify, but alſo to com- 
mend themſelves; He was of Opinion, that 
the neceſſity His Virulent Enemies had 


(31) Aol. c. Arian. p. 171, 2. (3) £6 1.C. 23. 


brought 


brought Him under of Appealling to the 
Z Judgment of Better Men could not ſo far 
free Him from the ordinary Rules of De- 
cency, as to allow Him ſo much as to pub- 
liſh the Praiſes given Him by Others, in 


wth 


Mr. Whiſton's Suſpicions. 13 


there are ſtill ſo many Anachroniſms, 
and other little Miſtakes in Socrates's Ac- 
count of ATHANASIUS's Affairs, that 
whatever Writings of His that Hiſtorian 
might have met with, His Apologies, in 
which moſt of His Records are to be 
found, can ſcarcely be ſuppoſed to have 


be 


been any of them. But to proceed, 
SOCRATES being thus ſet aſide; as 


for Sogomen, he Appears conſiderably to 


follow Socrates; and by Conſequence A- 


THANASIUS, whom he followed: and 
even Theodorit, who has been the moſt 
Diligent and Faithful, and produced not 
a few Copies of Original Records, that 
were omitted by the reſt, does not ſeldom 
follow and tranſcribe from ATHAN A- 
SIUS alſo. So, it feems, They muſt all 
be thrown away together, becauſe they a- 
gree with AT HANASIUS, and with one 
another; that is to ſay, Hiſtorians muſt 
not be believed, 8 they do not con- 
tradict one another. And thus PHilaſforgi- 
us being probably himſelf an Inaccurate 
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14 A Defenſe of the Anſwer to 


and Partial Writer, all the Hiſtory we 
have of the Fourth Century, except the 
little Euſebius has vouchſafed us, is to be 
rejected at once, as of ſmall Authority and 
nor to be relyed upon, and a new one 
drawn up, much after the way of a Chro- 
nique Scandaleuſe, grounded upon the 


Authority of Conjectural Suſpicions by the 


Accurate and Impartial Mr. WmisToN. 
So much for the Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtorians; and 
as for Baſil, Naztanzen, and the like A- 
thanaſians, They are not to be regarded 
in the leaſt, and that for this Weighty 
Reaſon; becauſe they Either very Proba- 
bly Might have, Or certainly had, their 
Accounts from ATHANASIUS. But you 
may pleaſe to remember, that allowing 
they had or might have their Accounts 


from ATHANASIUS, yet they lived at 


a time, when it was the eaſieſt matter in 
the World for them to inform themſelves, 
whether His Accounts were true; nay, 
when it was almoſt Impoſlible for them 
not to know it, without the trouble of 


making any Enquiry: I muſt alſo pur you 


in mind, that we have only your bare 
Word for the Probability of this, and for 
the Certainty of it, not ſo much as that 
Authority. I might add, if this Ob/erva- 


tion of yours appeared to deſerve ſo ſerious 
an Anſwer, that all theſe Authors at the 
ſame time as they agree with ATHANA.- 
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} Mr. Whiſton's Suſpicious.” 15 
Is enough to eſtabliſh the truth of His 
Accounts, do alſo differ from Him often 
Zenough, in ſome little Circumſtances, to 


* 


take away all Suſpicion that they Copied 
after Him. : = 
AND now If the Athanaſians will put 
on ſo much Impartiality, as to condeſcend 
to this Equitable way of Enquiry about 
their Leader, you will join Iſſue with 
them immediately: but if they perſiſt to re- 
Fuſe this fair Method of Procedure, that 
Is, If they will not reject the Teſtimony 
vf AT A ANASIUS, becauſe it is the Teſti- 
mony of 2 Knave in his own Cauſe, and 
the Teſtimony of all Others, who Teſtify 
for Him, becauſe they do Teſtify for Him; 
Lou think it is to little purpoſe to argue 
with them concerning Him. This Confeſſion, 
from ſuch an Adverſary, is ſo clear a 
Proof of 4THANASIUS's Innocence, 
that it is impoſſible for His greateſt Admi- 
ers to ſay any thing more to His Advan- 
tage: and indeed it is almoſt enough to 
make a Man ſuſpect, that you have been 
diverting your ſelf all this while with 
a very pleaſant piece of Prevarication, and 
have written all theſe Suſpicions, Obſerva- 
tions, Refleftions, Propoſitions, Demon- 
 Firations, and Corollarys with a deſign to e- 
ſtabliſn 4THANASIUS's Reputation, by 
ſhewing how little could be faid againſt it 
upon any tolerable Grounds. For if this 
L roles | be 
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16 A Defenſe of the Anſwer to 


be really your Caſe in Sober Sadneſs, that 


you cannot hope to convie? ATHANA- 
SIUS unleſs this Poſtulatum be granted, 


you might very well have ſpared your ſelf 


the trouble of writing the five and twenty 


Pages which follow this Declaration; for 
it is all zo little Purpoſe, by your own Con- 


| feſlion, 


* 


IV, V. YOUR two next Obſervations 


are ſo exact a Repetition of your former 


Objections, without taking the leaſt no- 
tice of my Anſwers to them, that I cannot 
conceive what you could propoſe to your 
felf by writing them; unleſs it was to let 
the World ſee, that you are firmly reſol- 
ved to be Violently Suſpicious of AT HA- 
NASIUS, and very Tenacious of your own 
Opinions, which moſt People, I believe, were 
pretty well ſatisfied of before. However, 
when you very Gravely tell me that 7ou muſt 
own you can't believe your Suſpicions to be 


Groundleſs; you will give me leave to own 


too, that 1 cannot take that for a Reply: 


Others may perhaps call it as full an ac- 


knowledgment of your Miſtakes, as was 
expected from you. For this ſteddy Ad- 


herence in the particular Caſe of Arſenius 


you vouchſafe to give this Reaſon, that 
ou want ſome better Evidence than A-. 
THANASIUS's, yet does there no ſuch E- 
vidence appear, but rather the contrary. | 
To this 1 reply, that we have the con- 
current 
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current Teſtimony of Rufinus ; Socrates *, 
Sozomen , Theodorit *, Lucifer Calarita- 
nus, Nazianzen®, Epiphanius“, and St. 
Ferom *, the Confeſſions of Valens and Ur- 
ſacius in St. Hilary?®, and the Synodical 
Epiſtle of the Council of Sardica in Theo- 
dorit o and Hilary, where it is expreſs- 
ly ſaid that Arſenius was then alive. 
HERE, I think, is Evidence enough 
to eſtabliſh the certainty of any ancient 
Fact; and, Iam ſure, five times more than 
we have or can have for ten thouſand 
Facts, which yet we readily believe. 
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| Whether this Evidence be better than A- IN 
| thanaſius's, is another Queſtion ; which | 
| you ſhall decide as you pleaſe, and I will in 
ſtand to your Deciſion. If you determine 9 
| that all this Evidence is better than Atha- vn 
| naſius s, we have, by your own Acknow- i 
ledgment, ſome better Evidence than His, i 
| that Arſenius was then alive: If you ra- in 
: ther chuſe to give it in favour of Atha- 0 
naſius than to own this Miſtake, and de- Lo 
; termine that His ſingle Evidence is better = 
q than all this; it will follow that the con- 1 
a current Teſtimony of Epiphanius, Nazi- he 
7 angen, Socrates, Jozomen, Theodorit, Va- bf 
d lens, Urſacius, Hilary, Lucifer, Rufinus, | | 
5 (1) H. E. l. i. c. 17. (2) L. 1. „ Py (4) E. BH 1 


„I. 1. c. 30, (5) pag. 142, 6. (6) Orat. 21. p. 381. O. 23. p- 

4 417. O. 25. p. 434. (7) Hzr. 68. p. 723, 4,5. (8) Tom. 4. 
', | par. 2. P. 471. adv. Ruf. J. 3. (9) Fragm. col. 411, 12. (10) p- 
1 (11) col. 403. 
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18 A Defenſe of the Anſwer to 


Ferom, Hoſius, &c. cannot be compared 


or opposed to Athanaſius s; and that let 


them al! /ay what they pleaſe to the con- 
trary, He is to be believed before and a- 
gainſt them all. 


BUT, to deal Ingenuouſly, I muſt in 
part Retract what J have ſaid of theſe two 


Obſervations; for in your fourth long ge- 
neral Ob ſer vation there are a couple of lit- 
tle particular Obſervations, which, I muſt 
confeſs, are ſo far from being an exact Re- 


petition of your former Objections, that 


they are a direct Contradiction to them. 
The firſt of them is thus uſhered in with 
an Air of great Importance, NAT when 
Baſil himſelf mentions Dionyſius, as at 


laſt Favouring the Conſubſtantiality, the 


Circumſtances and Contents of his Paſſa- 


ges ſeem ſo fairly to imply, that he had 


this Account from AT HTAN ASIUS, in 
whom it is, that he cannot, I think, be 
alledged with any Aſſurance as a ſepa- 
rate Witneſs from Him in that Matter. 


However that be, you alledged him with } 


a very Good Aſſurance, I think, when 


you pointed to the very Place where he 


directly contradicts what you cited him to 
prove. Then, it ſeems, you was fo far 
from making this or any other Exception 


againſt his Teſtimony, that you appealed to 
him as an Unqueſtionable Witneſs. But 
now the Caſe is a little altered. The Ob- 

; ; jection, 


Oo 
ut 
b- 
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je&tion, which turned upon Baſis Differ- 
ing from AT A ANASIUS, is now ground- 
ed upon the Exactneſs of their Agree- 
ment. In your Suſpicions, you made it an 
Argument againſt ATHANASIUS, that 
His Account of this Matter was Jo Intire- 


3 Contrary to Baſil, that no manner of 


ependance could be had thercon. In an- 
ſwer to This, I proved at large, that A- 
THANASIUS and Baſil agreed entirely. 
And here, in Defenſe of your Suſpicions, 
and in Reply to that Anſwer of mine, you 
ſay, They agree So Intirely, that Baſil ſeems 
to have had his Account from AT HA- 
NA IU, in whom It is. 

YOU have not yet thought fit to let 
us know, what theſe Circumſtances and 


Contents of his Paſſages are, which ſeem 
.o fairly to imp that he had this Account 
From ATHAMN. 

2 giving your ſelf that unneceſſary Trouble, 
I muſt deſire you once more to run over 
St. Baſil's Book Of the Holy Ghoſt, where 
2 you will find, that he makes ſeveral] Quo- 
2 tations from the ſecond of thoſe Apologe- 
tical Epiſtles ; and the Paſſages he cites 
not being in ATHANASIUS, it is plain 
he had ſeen thoſe Epiſtles himſelf, and 
that his account of Dionyſrus's Doctrine 
Was from his own Knowledge, and not 
from any Information given him by 


ASIUS,and to prevent your 
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20 A Defenſe of the Anſwer to 
ATHANASIUS". But to proceed, 
MUCH leſs, you ſay, can Euſebius's 
mention of ſome of his Letters to his Name- 
ſake, about the Sabellian Hereſy, be quoted 
to confirm the ſame: ſince there is not the 
leaſt hint in him, that they really contained 
ſuch things as ATHANASIUS cites from 
them. Here too your memory ſeems to 
have failed you a little. You have forgot, 
I preſume, that one of your Reaſons for 
Queſtioning the Genuineneſs of theſe E- 
piſtles was their being wholly omitted by 


| Euſebius; in Oppoſition to which Aſſer- 


tion, I largely proved, that they were not 
omitted by him. Beaten thus out of that 
hold (inſtead of Defending, or fairly Re- 
tracting, what you then ſo raſhly advanced) 
you fly for Refuge to this little Exception; 
as if it could be expected, that Euſebius 
ſhould give us the Contents of thoſe Let- 


ters, any more than of the others men- 


tioned by him in the ſame Chapter. 
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Mr. Whiſton's Suſpicions. 21 


HERE alſo I muſt Os/erve, that you 
all along miſtake the Nature and Deſign of 


my Anſwers, and argue againſt them no 


otherwiſe, than as if every thing ſaid in 
Confutation of any one ſingle Objection, 
was meant to be a compleat Demonſtra- 


tion of the main Point in Debate. Thus, 


in the Caſe before us, you make my Proof 
of Euſebius s mentioning theſe Epiſtles to 


be inconcluſive, becauſe he does not tell us, 


that they contained ſuch things as ATHA- 
NASIUS cites from them: whereas my bu- 
ſineſs there was, not to eſtabliſh their 
Authority by any poſitive Argument, but 
to refute that particular Argument of yours 


againſt them; my Deſign was, not to con- 


clude that they were certainly Genuin, be- 
cauſe mentioned by Euſebius; but to ſhew 
that you had falſely concluded them to 
be ſpurious from Euſebius's ſilence. And 
that I have there effectually done, even to 
your own Conviction, as you have thus 
artfully and covertly thought fit to ac- 
knowledge. I could eaſily bring many 
more Inſtances, where you have Con- 
founded your Self and your Readers, by 


taking no Notice of this plain Diſtinction, 


particularly in your Reflections, as you call 


them: but the Examples of it are fo very 
2 Numerous, and the thing is ſo Obvious of 
it ſelf, that I think I may fafely leave it, 
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22 A Defenſe of the Anſwer to 


with this ſingle Precaution, to the Obſer- I 


vation of any Reader. N 
VI. Y OU Obſerve Sixthly, that the beſt 


Way the honeſt Reader can take for his Satis- 
Faction in all Caſes, is the Peruſal of the 
Original Books and Paſſages themſelves , 


and not of thoſe accounts of them, which 
modern Party-men afford him from them. 
A very juſt Og&/ervation this truly; but, 
in my Opinion, a very ſtrange way of 


Replying. After you had affirmed A- 


THANASIUS's youthful Treatiſes to be 
Arian, After you had engaged all your 
Judgment in theſe Matters upon it', After 
1 had challenged you to maintain your Opi- 
nion, and aſſert the Credit of your Judg- 
ment; it was a little ſurprizing, to ſee you 
content your ſelf with de/iring the Cour- 
reous Reader to ſatisfy himſelf by his own 


peruſal of thoſe Treatiſes, and not to take 


any Athanaſian Repreſentation in that Caſe. 
It is true too, the judicious Reader had 
much better peruſe ATHANASIUS's Ora- 
tions and Diſcourſes, and ſee with his own 
Eyes whether He reaſons weakly or ſtrong- 


ly, than fake either your Word or mine: But 


you might have remembered, that whereas 
there was only your bare Word on one ſide 


Word, or even Photius's, ſhould be taken. 


* * — 
— 


: 1 Containing as far as I can Fudge, Cc. Sulp. 5. 
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of the Queſtion ; I did not deſire that my 


__ 
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I Mr. Whiſton's S uſpicions. 23 
Jo the raſh Cenſure you had paſſed up- 

on ATHANASIUS's Manner of Reaſon- 
ing, J oppoſed indeed the contrary Opi- 
nion of the beſt Judges in all Ages; and I 
e ſingled out Photius for an Inſtance, as 
„ an Author, whoſe Abilities and Imparti- 
5 3 ality could not, I thought, be diſputed by 
u. } any Man, who had any tolerable Preten- 
> ſions to either of thoſe Qualifications him- 
xFf 37 ſelf, The latter of them, I find, you are 
buy no means willing to allow him in this 
e Caſe; fancying to your ſelf, I ſuppoſe, 
ir } ſome Neceſlity, that a Man muſt think a 
r Book well written, becauſe he likes the 
i- Subject; and admire the ſtrength of an 
7, * Author's Arguments, becauſe he ſubſcribes 
u to the Orthodoxy of his Concluſions. 
r. How far Photius in particular was from 
„ | lying under any ſuch Neceſſity, and how 
„e little reaſon we have to ſuſpect, that the 
2. Afﬀedions of the Party-man imposed upon 
d the Judgment of the Critick, we may learn 
from the Juſtice he does to Euſebiuss 
n Learning and Diligence at the ſame time 
— that he calls him an Arian': And he who 
it can ſee, acknowledge, and applaud Per- 
is fections in an Adverſary, cannot well be 

_- ſuppoſed fo blinded with Prejudice, as not 
to be able to ſee the moſt viſible Weak- 
neſſes in thoſe of his own ſide; Prejudice 


I Vide Codd. 13, 27, 40. 
4 | Ss - naturally 


24 A Defenſe of the Anſwev to 
naturally working as ſtrong the one way 
2s the other. Photius therefore could not 
be ſo Prejudiced in Favour of AT HA- 
NASIUS, but that he might eaſily have 
diſcovered the Weakneſs of His Reaſon- 
ings, Eſpecially if they were ſo very Miſer- 
bil able, that he who has a mind to be an Arian 
: needs but read over ATHANASIUS's 
5 Orations againſt the Arians (which PH. 
wy tius particularly and Highly Commende 
il for Solid Reaſoning and Strength of Ar- 
] gument) t Convince him of the Indefenſi- © 
mk  Bbility of that Cauje'. If the Caſe be ſo 


2 indeed, you was very much in the right 
1 to recommend the Heruſal of thoſe Gra- 
10 tions: But Certainly he muſt have a very 
ny great mind to be an Arian, who needs no 
1 4 farther Conviction than barely to ſee, that 
tit 2 Perſon of Little Learning, and one who 
4 argues Generally Very Weakly, does not 


we argue ſtrongly againſt that Hereſy; and 
14 can immediately conclude that a Cauſe is 
Indefenſible, becauſe it is but poorly de- 
wg fended by 4 Miſerable Reaſoner. Neither 
is it caly to be Conceived, how ſo Weak a 
10 Reaſoner ſhould be able to deſtroy the 
Plain, Simple, Primitive Faith, and ad- 
vance in its room a Metaphyſical Scheme 
of Abſurdities, Contradictions, and Im- 
poſſibilities; and eſtabliſh it too fo firmly, 1 
that it ſhould be the Conſtant Faith of 

1 Prim. Chriſtian. Reviv d, v. 4. p. 131. 9 | 
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Chriſtians for ſo many Ages, notwith- 
ſtanding the Expreſs Promiſe of our Bleſſed 
2 SAVIOUR tothe Contrary: This, I ſay, 
is what I cannot well apprehend, and I am 
apt to think you will find your ſelf as much 


have recourſe to the Old Calumny, which 
2 our Engliſh Socinians have been before- 
hand with you in Reviving, that Athana- 
ius was a Conjurer, and ſo make this Uni- 
verſal Deluſion the Effect of His Magick 
and Witchcraft. : Fd 

| YOU Proceed in the next place to ap- 
ply your General Obſervation to the Par- 
ticular Caſe of Ariuss Death, and to beg 
of the Impartial Examiner, that he will 
read the Three Epiſtles of Athana- 
ſius to the Biſhops of Egypt and Lybia, 
to Serapion, and to the Monks, before he 
ſuffers himſelf to be put upon by me; the 
two laſt-mentioned of which Letters, you 
ſay, were firſ# written, whatever the Edi- 
tors and others ſuppoſe. All I have faid, 


* 


r W rr WW te 


(0d a Fi 6 


2 e were written, is as follows; But 
farther, to put it beyond all doubt, that 
this Caution was not meant of the 

Epiſtle, or the Relation of Arius's Death; 
- All the World, I ſuppoſe, will allow, 
„ 3 © that if a Man deſires to have a Falſe Sto- 


time of giving that Caution is when ho 


at a loſs how to account for it; unleſs you 


relating to the Order in which theſe 


f "ry he has told Concealed, the proper 


— 


26 A Defenſe of the Anſwer to 
«firſt tells it: And yet Athanaſius in 
« His Letter to the Agyptian Biſhops, * 
09 c where, according to Mr. Whiſton, fie 
KY ce firſt Diſcovers the Secret of Arius's ® 
[iS cc Death, puts in no Caution at all for Con- 
i. «cealment, but ventures it with them to 
wy c Shew, and Copy, and Spread abroad 
18 «as far as they pleaſed.. Here, you ſee, 
11 68 J affirm nothing but only draw an Argu- 
a ment ad Hominem from what you had de- 
1603 clared to be your Opinion in that very 7 
WY Suſpicion, which 1 was then Examining *. * 
il | And now after all, what if he Editors and 
Ut Others, and, amongſt the reſt, the Author 
My 4 of the Suſpricions, ſhould be in the right; and 
Wh the Author of Athanaſius Convicted of For- 
1 gery in the wrong? The Reaſon 3 bring 
1 againſt the Editors and your ſelf, to prove 
104 that the Epiſtle to the Biſhops was written 
1 after the other two, is, that the Plaineſt 
14 Chronological Character of 36 Tears after 
the Condemnation of Arius by the Council! 

of Nice, therein mentioned, implies it. 
my The words of Athanaſius, from which you 
draw this Concluſion, are theſe. Ov 3 
* £7 0 còvos e os a Dey or 
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| 1 Anſwer p. 79 "#4 | 
1 2 Yet twenty Tears aſterwards is He forced to write an Ac- © 
| 4 Wa count of it to the Ægx·yptian Biſhops, to ſecure them to His own Or- 
$ thodoay: nay a little AFTER is He Again obliged, tho with Þ 
IE 1 great Reluctancy, to write it more largely to Serapion, c. Suſp. 
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7 dpujs ouvds ', Hence you infer, that 
this Epiſtle was written 36 Tears after the 
Z Council of Nice, that is, A. 361; which 


I am the leſs ſurprized at, becauſe this very 


* Paſſage has led Cardinal Baronius into 
the ſame Miſtake, and, as Error is very 


2 Fruitful in Propagating its Kind, into 
another Miſtake alſo about the Riſe of the 
2 Melitian Schiſm. On the Contrary, Iwill 


preſume to affirm, that the Condemuation 


, Arius herein mentioned is, and neceſſa - 
rily muſt be, meant of his firſt Condem- 
nation by the Synod of Alexandria. I 
think I may take it for Granted, that the 
Words will admit of this Senſe, by di- 


> viding the Sentence with a Comma after aiee- 
=> T0 as it ought to be; and that the Sen- 


z cence ought to be fo Divided, and the for- 
mer Branch of it refer'd to the Synod of 


Alexandria, and the latter only to the 
Council of Nice, is, in my Opinion, De- 
monſtrable by ſeveral Undeniable Argu- 


I. IF the whole — belongs to the 
P 


Council of Nice, this Epiſtle muſt have 
been written A. 361, which cannot poſſi- 
385 | . . 

£ bly be; for, as the Benedictins have al- 
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1 Athanaſ. Op. Tom. 1. p. 293. 
2 Ann. 306, num. 44. 
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it ſelf, that it was written before George of 


Cappadocia ſeized upon the See of Alex- ® 
andria *, which happened in the Year 356. 
This Argument of the Benedictins is far- © 
ther Confirmed by the Agreement betwixt * 
the Time when we ſuppoſe the Epiſtle to 
be written, and the time when the Coun- 


= 
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_ 
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_ 
+ 

7 

KN 


ready obſerved ', it is plain from the Epiſtle 4 


7 


cil of Alexandria was held, which, accord- 


ing to the beſt Conjectures that can be 
made at this Diſtance, was A. 310, to 


which add the 36 Years here mentioned 
and you have the true date of the Epiſtle, 


A. 356. This alone is ſufficient to ſhew, * 
that the Epiſtle was written long before 


361, and Conſequently that the 36 Years 
cannot be reckoned from the Council of 
Nice, held A. 315. Whence it is plain, 
that the Sentence muſt be Divided, and 


began to diſturb the Peace of the 
Church; for the Melitians have been 
Schiſmaticks theſe five and fifty Years, 
"and it is no leſs than 36 ſince the Arias 
"were firſt declared Hereticks (i. e. by 
"the Synod of Alexandria) which Sen- 
"tence was afterwards ratified by the Ge- 


* neral Council of Nice. 


F 


underſtood as if Athanaſtus had ſaid, It 
is not of late that theſe two Sects have 


= 2. ATHANASIUS, where He was pro- 
feſſedly Obſerving what a long time it was 
ſince the Arians were declared Hereticks, 
uVvould moſt certainly begin His Com- 
putation from their firſt Condemnation: 

3 Bur that they had been Condemned and 

declared Hereticks by Alexander and the 
2 Synod of Alexandria, ſeveral Years before 
the Council of Nice, is as plain, as that 
there ever was ſuch a Perſon as Arius. 
3. WHENthis Epiſtle was written, Leon- 
tius, the Arian Biſhop of Antioch, was 


* 
*. 


alive, who dyed in the Year 358, if not 


= Wo 
£45 


earlier, as Pagi has clearly proved* ; which 


> 


"3 8 
** Z 
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carries the Date of the Epiſtle backward at 


leaſt as far as 358, and ſhews at the ſame 
time, that the Condemnation of Arius 


Nice; becauſe then that Council muſt have 
been held A. 322, which, as all the world 
2 knows, did not meet till 3 Years after. 
4. ATHANASIUS wrote this Epiſtle 
immediately after His flight from Alexan- 
* dria, before Georgins's Arrival, and He 
continued in that Baniſhment ſix Years; 
* ſo that if it had been written in the Year 
361, He could not have returned till 367; 
; whereas it is Evident that He returned in 


* 1 Epiſt.p. 277. Rs 

2 Critic. in Baron. Tom. 1. p. 487. | 

3 Vide Pagi, Critic. in Baron. Tom. 1. p. 498, 9. 
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the Beginning of Julians Reign, A. 362, 1 
which exactly agrees with the True Date 


1 
= 5 8 


of the Epiſtle, A. 356, and utterly deſtroys 


yours and Baronius s. 


5. IF the Dates of theſe Three Let- 
ters could not be diſcovered, we ſhould * 
yet have all the Aſſurance in the World, 
that the Epiſtle to the Biſhops was writ- 
ten before that to the Monks, becauſe ® 
when Athanaſius wrote His Hiſtory of the 
Arians (to which the laſt mentioned 
Epiſtle is an Introduction) Georgius had 
made his Entry into Alexandria, which 
he had not done when the Epiſtle to the 
Biſhops was written, as has been already * 


obſerved. 


1 HAVE dwelt thus long upon the Proof 
of this, not without ſome hopes of ſatisfy- - 
ing you of your Miſtake in this Point, 
where you are ſo very Poſitive, and upon 


which too you was once in the Right, till 
you found it Convenient for Athanaſius's 


Conviction to be in the Wrong; hopeing 
alſo, that this might lead you into a Way 


of Thinking, with which I am afraid you 
are not enough acquainted, I mean, 
that it might ſuggeſt to you the Neceſſi- 
ty of being more Cautious and ſealous of 
your ſelf, than to ſuffer your Inclinations 


Arguments to your View Magnified or Di- 


1 Hiſt. Arian. p. 374, 375» 389. as 


miniſhed 


mer Doctrine? Baſil is firſt an Unqueſti- 


Ar. Whiſton's Suſpicions. 31 
Eminiſhed, according as they make for, or 
= 2gainſt, what you have a mind to Believe. 


W 


7 


BUT I have not yet done with your 


bs 
1 


ſixth Olſer vation. There, inſtead of En- 
deavouring to make good your Thirteenth 


SFuſpicion, you expect the Honeſt Reader 
3 hould himſelf compare the Citations Atha- 
Enaſius makes from Dionyſius s Letters, with 
the Doctrine of Dionyſius, as delivered 
from a Compleat Knowledge of his Works 
e Baſil. In your Thirteenth Suſpicion 
you ſay, the pretended Epiſtle of Diony- 
ſius is Intirely Contrary to the Known 
Doctrine of the ſame Dionyſius, as we 


are aſſured from an Unqueſtionable Witneſs, 
J Baſil Himſelf, In your Fourth Osſervati- 


on you ſay, Nay when Baſul Himſelf men- 
tions Dionyſins as at laſt favouring the 
Conſubſtantiality, the Circumſtances and 
Contents of his Paſſages ſeem ſo fairly to 
imply, that he had this Account from Atha- 
naſius, that he cannot be alledged with any 
R aſſurance as a ſeparate Witneſs. This is 
in the Sixth Page, and now at laſt, no far- 


. 
n 


ther off than in the Ninth Page of the very 


ſame Letter, Baſil Himſelf and you have al- 
tered your minds again. Is it not ſtrange, 
to ſee ſuch a Monſtrous Heap of Contra- 
dictions in an Argument againſt the Au- 
thority of Dionyſius's Epiſtles, drawn from 
their pretended Contradiction to his For- 


onable 


i 


| 


32 <A Defenſe of the Anſwer to 
onable Witneſs againſt Athanaſius, Then 


he changes ſides, and is become ſo Clear 
a Witneſs for Him, as to be except- 
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f ed againſt purely for the Exactneſs of his 
bi Agreement with Him; And here of a ſud- 


19 den he tacks about again, comes over once 
more to your Intereſt, and Deſerts his 
Leader Athanaſius. In the Thirteenth 
Suſpicion, Baſil's Account is Contrary to 
At hanaſius s; In the Fourth Obſervation, 
it was taken from Athanaſius; In the 
Sixth, it was Delivered from a Compleat ® 
Knowledge of Dionyſius s Works, In the Thir- 
teenth Suſpicion, Baſil is appealed to as an 
Unqueſtionable Witneſs, In the Fourth Ob- 
ſervation, the Honeſt Reader is Cautioned 
not to take any Notice of what he ſayͤs 
in that matter; In the Sixth, it is Autho- 
ritatively Expected, that he ſhould ue | | 
read his Account of that Matter, which 
Account he had from Athanaſius in whom 
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x it is, in order to be Convinced, that 
4 Athanaſiuss Account of it is Falſe. 3 
ut: IF you could have gained an Advantage 
nh: againſt Athanaſius infinitely leſs than this, I 
* am very apt to think you would have Im- 
9 proved it to Conviction upon Conviction 
ilk of His Knavery and Inſincerity; Yer I 1 


4/31: 13 


ſhall not ſo much as Endeavour to ground 
a Suſpicion upon it, to your Diſadvantage ' 
in the Point of your Integrity. I had 
much rather put it upon another Foot, and 
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I * 
_ 
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Obſerve in Excuſe for you (and it is, I 
think, the beſt your Caſe will bear) that 


your Will is as Abſolute over your Me- 


mory, as over your other Faculties. But 
to leave this Unpleaſant Subject, 


AFTER your many Requeſts to your 


other Readers, whom you Compliment 
with the Epithets of Honeſt, Fudicious, 


and Impartial; You Deſire of me, in Par- 
ticular, ſome Certain Parallel ſo Early to 


the Famous Paſſage concerning the TRI“ 


3  NITY lately reſtored by the Benedifins. 


Your meaning 1s, I preſume, that this Paſ- 


age contains an Explication of that Myſte- 


ry Clear enough for the Fourth Centu- 
ry, and that you cannot believe it was 
written in the Third, unleſs ſome Un- 
doubtedly Genuine Paſſage, as Clear and 
Full as this, be produced from ſome W ri- 
ter of that Age. To this I anſwer, 1. 
that if this Way of Arguing be allowed 
to be Good, it will be Impoſlible to Prove, 
that either the Orthodox Doctrine of the 
TRINITY, or yours, or any other, was 
the Doctrine of the Firſt Ages. For if 
the Cleareſt and fulleſt Teſtimony muſt be 


thought Spurious, becauſe there are no 


other ſo Clear and Full; moſt of them 
muſt be rejected in their turns, and the 
Evidence on all Sides reduced to ſuch as 
= the ſame thing in the very ſame words, 
of which ſort it is very Unreaſonable to 
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expect any Great Number. 2. If it was 
always the Faith of Chriſtians, that there 
is but one Gop, and that the FATHER is 
Gop, the Son Gop, and the Hor, y Grnosr 
Gop; what wonder is it, that Dionyſius 
ſhould Expreſs this Notion ſo Clearly ; un- 
leſs you cannot conceive how a Biſh 

Alexandria ſhould be a Man of a Clear 
Head, becauſe Athanaſius was a Miſerable 
Weak Reaſoner? z. Though, as I have 
juſt now Suggeſted to you, this Paſſage is 


ſufficiently defended by thoſe Places in the 


Writings of the Fathers, which Prove the 


Orthodox Doctrine of the Trinity to 


be a Chriſtian Doctrine; yet, for your far- 
ther Satisfaction, I will endeavour to let 
you ſee, that other Writers, not only of 


the Third, but alſo of the Second, Cen- 


tury, have fully and Clearly Expreſſed this 
Doctrine, as well as Dionyſius; and that 
in Words as Determinate, and often the 


fame, as thoſe which were in more Gene- 


ral Uſe in the Fourth Century, and which 


you therefore call the Style of that Age. 
FZUSTIN M. who lived early in the Se- 


cond Century, and, as Euſebius ſays, not 


long after the Apoſtles (who was alſo, as 
you ſay *, ſo Wiſe a Man, and fo Good a 
Chriſtian, as not to mix his Philoſophy with 
bis Chriſtianity in theſe Matters) 10 his 


T7 Mer S r r NS. E. H. l. 11. c. 1 3. Pe 40. 
; 2 Primit. Chriſtian. Vol. 4. p. 118. 
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firſt Apology has theſe Noted Words. 
OH TH Toi ru voutoucy Ned abcat 


che, & L & annleqgury — Jeod* G exeivoy 


Te, Y T map auTy vi ENV — U Te To 
DD,. onbougda % ey uwyu, NYs vþ 
ae muarrss ', And in his Dialogue 
with Trypho, towards the End * there 
is this Paſſage, to omit many others. Kau 
N XgAgov, ü TEA xai mms M Ty Nes 
AA Opel Tois avjpwnos & y H A- 
eise Ty nfs Two The HN vidpyew 
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1 e/ \ —_ 3 oa \ 
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1, — CN Nd TavTod 2000 Tos. 
lived after the Council of Nice, and de- 
ſigned to Paraphraſe upon the Word oyo- 
3 Soto; and defend it againſt the Cavils of 
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the Diſtinction betwixt the Perſons to be 
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Hereticks, I believe he would have found 
it Difficult to have expreſſed himſelf more 
clearly. And accordingly, if Athanaſius 
had Quoted this Place, and the Dialogue 
had afterwards been loſt, I don't know but 
we might have had as Vehement a Suſpi- 
cion raiſed upon it, as upon His Quota- 
tions from Origen and Theognoſtus. 
THIS Paſſage of Fuſtin being ma- 


nifeſtly levelled againſt thoſe Hereticks 
who in the following Century were 


called Sabellians; I thall take Occaſi- 
on from it to Communicate to you 
an Argument for the Antiquity of the Or- 
thodox Doctrine concerning theTrtNITY, 
drawn from the Origin and Antiquity of 
that Hereſy, I am not ſo Prejudiced in its 
Favour, becauſe it is my own, as to fancy 
it 2 Diſcovery of the Laſt Importance; 
and yet I think there is ſo much force in 
it, as a Collateral Proof, that I am a little 


ſurprized not to find that it has ever 


been uſed as ſuch by the Learned Advo- 
cates of the Nicene Faith. 

THE Sabellian Hereſy was invented to 
reconcile the Belief of the Church, that 
the FATHER is Gop, the Son Gop, and 
the HoLY GHOST Gop, with that 
firſt Fundamental Article of Faith, 
that there is but One Gop. This they 
thought could not be done, but by making 


Purely 


Purely Nominal *, and Fa TrHER, So and 
HoLy GnosrT only Different Names given 
to Gop in Scripture upon different Oc- 


caſions, and in three different Reſpects*; 


otherwiſe they thought it Impoſſible, that 
the Myſtery of the Trinity could be 
conceived to be Conſiſtent with the U n1- 
TY of the GopyHEap. hat it was this 
Attempt which gave Riſe to that Hereſy, 
is ſufficiently Plain from the Nature of the 
Hereſy it ſelf, and is alſo confirmed to De- 


monſtration from the Fragments of their 


Arguments to be found in Ancient Wri- 


ters, and other Teſtimonies of the like 


I Kab ive; S F aurd Tex y/ gr; © ,; To rela crops 
Te 60:09; i e, Quarta Arian. Fid. Form. ap. Athan. 
de Syn. P- 740. Or H 2 A[4Pogo; u 095 2 dioð xo 
7H, obi 5 WN Ir iy Euſeb. c. Marcell. I. 1. c. 1. 
p- 5. Iavne ouννNν,ʒ¹ë, © i n mis mates TEIN CARE 
abends. Baſ. Hom. c. Arian. & Sabell. p. 521. EY regyus 
FOAvS YM! Id. Ep. 64. P · 100. 'Ey ie 2705 FE reste St 
olg. Epiph. H. 62. p. 513. E, mn Te/av bnd, xνν]w ro- 
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x21 b. Origen. Comment. in Matth. p. 470. Sola Nominis 
Trinitas fine ſubſiſtentia Perſonarum. Aug. de Civ. Dei. 1. x1. 
c. 10. Triony mam Solitarii Dei Unionem. Szlp. Sev. p. 271. 
Trinomium adſerens Deum. Vigil. Tapſ. c. Arium, Sabellium 
& Photinum. 1. 111. p. 188. Edit. Chiffier. 
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4 4m uo My e x) tor. Origen. Comment. in 
Joan. p. 186. Non diſtinctione Generis, ſed Officii permutati- 
one. Vig. Tay. p. 188. | 
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nature. It is alſo very Eaſy to prove that 
this Hereſy, which in the Third Century 
took its laſt and beſt known Name from 


Sabellias, was Contemporary with the firſt = 


Preaching of Chriſtianity. In order to 
that, if my Preſent Deſign would admit 
of it, I might ſoon trace it up from Sabel- 
lius (by Paul of Samoſata, Noetus?, Be- 


 ryllus*, Cleomenes, Epigonus, c Aiſthines % 


Praxeas ', Hermogenes*, Valentinus?, and 
Others whoſe Opinions are mentioned 


2 e 


I Keyenmy — mpory Ti pur =—Kietc 6 Jos os> Kees g 
55, x. r. A. Epiph. H. 62. p. 513. "Oy ovrerniows: mos Fa- 
Qraegotmwr= 711 TmOrw aorih; ù,ñ ) v — tra ov tops 
A ves 9s; Id. ib. p. 514. Tears in & mas; Ne; ai α, 
. N to Nie, —avToy maTIpa Y viel, . Wore 
eſt Noct. p. 48 1. M mnauHizy y34 one of Todtou; An%ray ry TeAdI? 
e&o@teorrg. Id. ib. p. 483. Volunt autem dogma ſuum con- 
ſtituere & confirmare, quia eſt in Lege: Non erunt Vobis Dii 
ali praeter me. Sic aiunt probare unum eſſe Deum. & reſpon- 
dent: ſi Chriſtum confitemur Deum, igitur ipſe eſt Pater, felt 
Deus. Hippolyt. de Myſt. Incarn. c. Haer. Noet, ap. Bib. PP. 
Max. T. 3. p. 261. Ergo inquis, ſi Deus dixit & Deus fecit; 
{i alius Deus dixit, & alius fecit; duo Dii praedicantur. Tertull. 
c. Prax. p. 643. Egazovmire de arapeiiougy ne. Orig. Com. in 
Joan. p. 46. Gti, mpavÞiias Wine amr me 604g. Greg. 
Naz. Orat. 1. p. 16. Ne gentili errore duos Deos adſerere con- 
vincamur. Vigil. Tapſ. p. 125. O Tod Nx νν e riouryEioX 
97%. Euſeb. de Eccleſ. Theol. l. 1. c. 3. p. 62. Nam ſi aliter 
dixerimus dicem ur Multicolae. Auguſt. de Quinque Haer. p. 16. 
Unius Naturae probabili quidem confeſſione deceptus. Vigil. 


Tapſ. l. 11. con. Eutych. p. 14. 


(2) Epipb. H. 65. Philaſtr. H. 64. Athanaſ. & Naz. paſſim. 
(3) Epiph. H. 57. Philaſt. H. 5 3. Aug. H. 36. Theod. Haer. 


Fab. l. 111. c. 3. (4) Euſ. E. H. l. vi. c. 33. (5) Theod. H. 


F. l. 111. c. 3. (6) Auct. Catal. Haeret. adfixi Tertull. de Prae- 
Eript. Hacret. p. 254. (7) Terrull. c. Prax. Philaſt. H. 54, 


Aug. H. 41. (8) Phil. H. 54. Aug. H. 41. (9) Iren. p. 138. 
Ed. Grab, Athanaſ. adv, Apollin. I. 1. p. 93 1. l. 11. p. 949. b 
7 


Id. H. 57. quae 


by Eccleſiaſtical Writers without mention. 
ing their Names) as high as Simon Magus; 


who, as he is often called the Author of 
all Hereſies *, was moſt certainly the Au- 


thor of this, as is Evident from his own 


Words 3, as well as what is ſaid of him by 


Irenæus, Epiphanius, Cyril of Feruſa- 
lem*, Philaſtrias ', St. Auſtin *, Theodo- 
rit , and Joannes Damaſcenus '*. 
I would infer from theſe two Propoſitions 
1s this; that as the Hereſy propagated by 
Sabellius about the middle of the Third 
Century, which conſiſted in an Oppoſiti- 
on to the Doctrine of Three Real and 
Diſt inct Perſons in the UNIT of the Gop- 
HE Ap, is a manifeſt Proof that That was 
the Doctrine then received among Chriſti- 
ans: ſo the ſame Hereſy in the Main being 
advanced from time to time by Men of Cor- 
rupt Minds from the very Age of the A- 
poſtles, is a Plain Evidence that the ſame 
Doctrine ſo Oppoſed was the Succeſſive 
Faith of the ChriſtianChurch derived down 


from the Apoſtles, and not an Invention of 


Later Ages formed at laſt into a Mighty 


( 10 Interp. Ignat. Epiſt. ad Phil. p. 100. ad Magn. p. 147. Ed. 


Voſſ. Origen. Comm. in Joan, p. 24, 45. 46, 185. & in Matth. 
p . 470. (2) Euſeb. E. H. I. 11. c. 13. Cyr. Hier, Catech. v1 . 
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p. 8. Tren. paſſim. (3) Simon Samaritanus haec quoque inter 
daetera in ſuis Voluminibus Scripta dimittens: Egoſum SERMO 
Dei, —Ego PAR ACLETUS, Ego Omnipotens. Hieronym. Com. 


ad c. 24. Matth. ap. Grab. in Spicileg. (4) L. 1. c. 20. (5) 
H.21.p.55. (6) Catech. vi.p. 87. (7) H.29. (8) de Haer. ad 


Quodv. (9) H. F. I. i. c. 1. (io) de Hier. p. 285. ap. Coteler. Mon. 
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Scheme by Athanaſius in the Fourth Century. 
But to leave this Subject for the preſent, up- 
on which I may perhaps give you my 
Thoughts more at large ſome other time; 
| I heartily ask Pardon for this Digreſſion, 7 
141 and Proceed. 3 
. ATHENAGORAS in his Apology, 
44 preſented tothe Emperor, according to Mr 
Dodwell ', in the Year 168, many Years Þ? 
before either Dionyſius or his Maſter Ori- 
gen was born, is very Clear and Expreſs * 
when he has occaſion to ſpeak of the 
TRINITY, of which take theſe few Inſtan- 
ces. '"Eyos Ales Tod mates xai Ty uy © 
2s J F und Cy mately x) mates CO) ia wiry- Þ 
1 Y Snauu muars*. Can any thing be 
more full and ſatisfactory than this? If any 
thing can be, it is what follows in the very 
next Section, where he has theſe Noted 
1 B5 + Words 3, Tis & Ox Smpnoay Azores Seo mas © 
| rex) Y bid N, x; H A, JerxrunTes avray | 
Thu O Ty rao Juvapu, Y T i Th πν N- 1 
ajp:0W, AAον̃ abtes 1zA8Mpss; What could 
Athanaſius Himſelf have ſaid more or Clear- | 
er? Neither 1s what follows much leſs 
Clear, EiSwou ms N mudbs Wes Toy a 
Lys ans, Ts 1 Tod auννο˖ C95 TOY bib Ro, m1 
To A, ms M TW Trogmu) yas v 2 ipecs* 
eb, TY s, TY add, TY nus. . 
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(1) Diſſertat. Oyprian. Diff. Nl. 5. 37. p. 262. (2) Legat. p. 38. 1 
Ed. Ox. (3) Ib. Pe 40. (4) Ib. p. 46. | 
And 
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9 Andi in ves place, Qs Yap Fecy aud * 
4 [ dic, T Ngo auTy Y UA © E409, ev 2 * 
1 Suzy, . mapa, T boy, To GCN. 50 585, A- 
5 1 25, oopla, bs, Tod mated} 9 erde, @s Pas 
> 3 SM TVp9s, To UU And again, Ovx kcies 
1 Ahe, Ne agovles T A. =I Todd F & Tallis, 5 
5 L Tap auTod N. 
r. CLEMENS ALEXANDRINUS 5 
'S whoſe Scholar Origen was Dionyſius's 
/- 2 Maſter, has often Expreſſions full and Clear 
is enough for the fourth Century, as well as 
ie Þ Dionyſs us, O Jas 2699530 pep G s Ses Jos, 
1- 3 0 60 SeomTy FJ Nov Souls“ Llaſhon eg opa 
's | | Jet ND 1 Ta) OUT AN) eb e e lau, 20 ̃.— 
- bur oy Tar & 5 1 ba els 785 Landy *. Lis 0 
be 3 rauf, © apa, ook if To pave FAT % Vid 
3 yg 2 TATA) To Ge nba rd T 
e, 20, & T% Trav & 1 Fa, X. T. 6.9. To 
> theſe I might add many more, if you were 
not already forced to own the Extrava- 
2 gancy, as you call it, of Clemenss Novel 
2 Expreſſions ; which, you ſay, were not re- 
liſbed or entertained by the Church inthoſe 
days. Evidence, Original Evidence is 
2 what you always call out aloud for: you will 
give me leave therefore, I preſume, to ask 
1 | q you upon whoſe Authority you ground 
0s this Poſitive Aſſertion. The Name of any 


F () Legat. p-. 96. (2) Ib. p. 122. (4) Euſ. E. H. l. vi. c. 6. 
4 7 1 (4) Protrept. p. 68. (5) Paedagog. p. 236, (6) Ib. p. 119. 
(7) Ib. p. 266. (8) Ib. (9) Prim. ned ee Rev. Vol. 4. p- 2. 
1 and Append. p. 15. 
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42 A Defenſe of the Anſcwer to E 
one Antient Writer, of that, or any other, 
Age, who has ſaid this, or any thing like 
it, would be a Great Satisfaction to me. If 
you cannot oblige me in this matter,! 
ſhall only O#&/erve how little Reaſon you 
of all Mankind have to complain of the 
Loſs of Old Books, who have ſo little 
Need of them, as to be able to know, and 
aſſuredly pronounce, what was Said, Done, 
and even Thought in the Second Century 
without the Leaſt Aſſiſtance from any 
Books or Records whatſoever. = 
TERTULLIAN,Clement's Contempo- 
rary, writes ſtill much more like an Au- 
thor of the Fourth Century. Hunc ex 
Deo prolatum Didicimus, & prolatione ge- 
neratum, & idcirco Filium Dei, & Deum 
dictum ex Unitate Subſtantiae. Nam & 
Deus Spiritus. Et cum radius ex Sole por- 
rigitur, portio ex ſumma; Sed Sol erit in 
radio, quia ſolis eſt radius, nec ſeparatur 
fubſtantia, ſed extenditur (mar i- 
Up) Ita de Spiritu Spiritus, & de Deo 
Deus, ut lumen de lumine accenſum. A- 
pologet.c. XXI. p. 21. Dum Unicum Deum 
non alias putat credendum, quam ſi ipſum 
eundemque Patrem & Filium & Spiritum 
Sanctum dicat: quaſi non ſic quoque U- 
nus ſit Omnia, dum ex Uno Omnia, per 
Sulſtant iaè ſcilicet Unitatem; & nihilomi- 
nus cuſtodiatur oeconomiae Sacramentum, 
quae Initatem in Trinitatem W 3 
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dirigens — non Statu, ſed Gradu ; nec Sub- 
ſtantia, ſed forma; nec Poteſtate, fed ſpe- 
cie: Unius autem Subſtantiae, & Unius 
Status, & Unius Poteſtatis. 
autem Numerum ſine Diviſione patiuntur, 
procedentes Retractatus demonſtrabunt. 
Contra Praxeam, c. II. p 
Diſpoſitionem Trinitatis Diviſionem prae- 
¶ſumunt Unitatis, quando Unitas ex ſemet- 
ipſa derivans Trinitatem, 
ab illa, fed adminiſtretur. Ib. c. III. p. 


Quomodo 


635. Numerum 


non deſtruatur 


Filio & Spiricu Santo, Conſortibus 


3 Subſtantiae Patris. Ib. c. III. p. 636. Fi- 
lium non aliunde deduco, 
ſtantia Patris. Ib. c. IV. p. 636. Haec 
Zerit Probola Veritatis, Cuſtos Initatis, qua 
prolatum dicimus Filium a Patre, fed non 
Separatum. Ib. c. VIII. p. 639. Trinitas 
& Monarchiae nihil obſtrepit, & Oeco- 
nomiae Statum protegit. 16. c. VIII. p. 
640. Inſeparatos ab alterutro Patrem & Fi- 
lium & Spiritum teſtor. 16. c. IX. p. 640. 
Quando Scripturae omnes & Demonſtrati- 
onem & Diſtinctionem Trinitatis oſten- 
dant. 16. c. XI. p. 642. Si te adhuc Nu- 
merus ſcandalizat Trinitatis, quaſi non con- 
*nexae in Unitate ſimplici, &c. 16. c. XII. 
P. 643. Secunda Perſona, Sermo Ipſius; 
& Tertia, Spiritus. 1b, | 
tis loquebatur. 16. Alium — Perſonae, 
non Subſtantiae, nomine; ad Diſtinctionem, 
non ad Diviſionem. Ceterum etſi ubi- 


quam de Sub- 


Ex Unitate Trinita- 
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que teneo Unam Subſtantiam in Tribus 
Cohaerentibus, &c. Ib. Duos tamen Deos 
& Duos Dominos nunquam ex ore noſtro 
proferimus; non quaſi non & Pater Deus, 
& Filius Deus, & Spiritus Sanctus Deus, 
& Deus Unuſquiſque. 15. c. XIII. p. 644. 
Nedactum eſt jam Nomen Dei & Domi- 
um in Unionem (T1 reid od. d I Els 1 A- 3 
14S ovſuedaacusuecla) Ib. Sub manifeſta & 
Perſonal: Diſtinctione. Ib. c. XV. p. 646. 


Ex Deo Deus. Ib. c. XV. p. 647. Pater 
& Filius duo, & hoc non e Separatione Sub- 


ſtantiae, ſed ex Diſpoſitione &c. Ib. c. XIX. 
p. 651. Salva Unione Divinitatis. Ib. c. 
XX. p. 651. Unum ſumus, dicens, oſten- 


dit Duos eſſe quos aequat, & jungit. Ib. 
c. XXII. p. 654. Manifeſtam fecit duarum 
Perſonarum Conj unctionem. Ib. c. XXIV. 
p. 657. Proprietatem ee Perſonae. 
Ib. Ita Connexus Patris in 


Unus. Quomodo dictum eſt, Ego & Pater 
unum ſumus; ad Subſtantiae Unitatem, non 
ad numeri ſingularitatem. Ib. c. XXV. p. 657. 
Diſtinctione Patris & Filii, quam manente 
Conjunctione diſponimus. Ib. c. XXVII. 
p. 659, Videmus Duplicem Statum, non 


confuſum, ſed Confunctum in Una Perſo- 


na Deum & hominem. Ib. c. XXVII. p. 


660. Pater & Filius & Spiritus Tres Cre- 
diti Unum Deum ſiſtunt. 16. c. XXXI. p. 
- . „ 


in Paracleto, Tres efficit Cohaerentes, al- 
terum ex altero, Qui Tres Unum ſunt, non 


„ bn bee ee ue oo ns 
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, $663. 1 have been thus Long in my Quo- 
. Frations from Tertullian, becauſe many of 
them may be applied to a Purpoſe of 
much greater Moment than barely to Con- 
firm the Authority of Dionyſius's Let- 
ters; At preſent I ſhall only deſire you to 
. compare the Laſt of them with an Anno- 
\. tation of your own, Prim. Chriſtian. Rev. 


„ Vol. Iv. p. 48, 9. There you fay, that 0 


5; all the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, One 


„ to be traced much higher than the Lat- 
X. ter days of Athanaſius; whereas here, 
c. Fou ſee, it is uſed by Tertullian an Hun- 
n. dred and Fifty Years before that time. 


b. He does not only /peak as if he thought 


im Jo, as you after endeavour to bring your 


V. 3 elf off; but expreſsly Affirms it, and that 


in ſo many words. 

CZP RIAN ſhews himſelf in ſeveral 
Places to be no Stranger to the Word 
Trinity, or the Orthodox Doctrine ex- 
preſſed by it. Thus, in his Book De Idolo- 
um Vanitate, Hic in Virginem illabitur; 
Earnem, Spiritu Sancto cooperante, indui- 
tur. Deus cum homine miſcetur. Hic Deus 
Noſter, Hic Chriſtus eſt #. And in his 
Famous Book De Unitate Eccleſiae, Dicit 


SPIRITU SANCTO SCRIPTUM EST: 
F. 1. WED 207 8 


ET 


. God, is a ſtrange Way of Speaking, not 


TY Dominus: Ego & Pater Unum ſumus. ET 
IIERUM DE PATRE ET FILIO ET 
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ET HI TRES UNUM SUNT, & quiſ- 
uam credit Hanc Unitatem de Divina 
— venientem, Jacramentts coeleſti- 
bus cohaerentem, ſcindi in Eccleſia poſſe'? 7 
And in his Treatiſe De Oratione Domi- 
nica, In orationibus vero celebrandis inve- 
nimus Obſervaſſe cum Daniele tres pueros 
in fide fortes, & in Captivitate Victores, 
horam tertiam, ſextam, nonam, $acramen- 
to ſcilicet Trinitatis, quae in noviſſimis 
temporibus manifeſtari habebar, Nam & 
prima hora in tertiam veniens conſumma- 
tum numerum Trinitatis oſtendit. Itemque 
ad ſextam quarta procedens declarat 
alteram Trinitatem. Et quando a ſeptima ? 
nona completur, per ternas horas Trin: 
tas perfecta numeratur: quae horarum ſpa- 
tia jampridem ſpiritaliter determinantes ad- 
oratores Dei, Statutis & Legitimis ad pre- 
cem temporibus ſerviebant; & manifeſta- 
ta poſt modum res eſt Sacramenta olim 
fuiſſe, quod ante ſic juſti precabantur In 
his Little Tract De Bono Patientiae Our 
Bleſſed Saviour is called our God and our 
Lord, Jeſus Chriſtus Deus & Dominus 
Noſter *, which words are repeated in his 
LXIII. Epiſtle to Caecilius -“. And in the 
Noted Epiſtle to Fubaianus, Ite ergo & 
docete gentes omnes, baptizantes eos in 
nomine Patris & Filii & Spiritus Sancti. 
Inſinuat Trinitatem, cujus Sacramento Gen- 


(i) P. 109. (2) p. 153,4. (3) P. 212. (4) P. 148 
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tes Baptizarentur. Nunquid hanc Trini- 
tatem Marcion tenet *? And a little far- 
ther, Si peccatorum remiſſam conſecutus 
eſt, & ſanCtificatus eſt, & templum Dei 
factus eſt; quaero cujus Dei? Si Creatoris, 
non potuit qui in eum non credidit: ſi 
Chriſti, nec hujus fieri poteſt templum, 
qui negat Deum Chriſtum : 11 Spiritus 
Sancti, cum TRES UNUM SINT) quomo- 
do Spiritus Sanctus placatus eſſe ei poteſt, 
qui aut Patris aut Filii inimicus eſt F? And 
again in the ſame Epiſtle, Quando ipſe 
Chriſtus gentes baptizari jubeat in Plena 
& ADUNATA TRINITATE J. 

IF for One Inſtance Deſired as Early as 
Dionyſius, ſo many Earlier will not ſatis- 


fie you; I have yet one Witneſs more in 


Reſerve, and that is Dionyſius Himſelf: 
and if you will not take His Word for His 
own Kyle, I muſt deſpair of giving you 


any Satisfaction in this matter. If you 


pleaſe to conſult His Epiſtle againſt Paul 


] of Samoſata, with His Anſwers tothe Ten 
} Queſtions propoſed by that Heretick, you 
will find that He expreſſes Himſelf there 


after the ſame Manner as in His Epiſtles 
to Dionyſius of Rome. Otwy wa anyway v 
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pam. Ib. cs Yap l lyoovs d e jan Þ 
AG hes, ds u%, To £10) a pa. Ib. p. 873. Ex 
% \avgaorws Tod r E νννe. Ib. p. 889. 
Learned Men, I confeſs, are divided in 
their Opinions concerning the Authority 
of this Letter, ſo that I cannot offer it as 
an Unconteſted Proof in the Preſent Caſe. *? 
Harduin, Valeſius, and Ruznart *, ab- 
ſolutely reje& it: Bp. STIL LING- 7 
FLEET *, Bp. BULL, Baronius *, * 
Labbe”, and Turrian, who firſt Publiſhed * 
it, receive it as Genuine. Du Pin, 
though he Determines nothing, ſeems ra- 
ther Inclinable to think it Spurious: Dr. 
Cave ?, and Tillemont , though they alſo 
Determine neither way, ſeem rather Diſ- 
poſed to believe it Genuin. In order 
therefore to ſatisfy our ſelves what Weight 
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(i) Not. in Epiſt. Chryſoſt. ad Caeſar. p. 241. Op. Select. 
(2) Annot. in Euſeb. p. 139. (3) Acta Martyr. p. 187. ( 
Vindication of the Doctrine of the Trinity, p. 35. (5) De- 1 
fenſ. Fid. Nic. F. II. C- Nis P- 148. wn (6) Ad Ann. 265. n. 5. F 
266. n. 2, (7) De Script. Eccleſ. T. 1. p. 258. (8) Nouvelle 
Bibliotheque T. I. p. 190. (9) Hiſt. Liter. Vol. 1. p. 97, 8. 
Vol. p. 53: 4 (Lo) Memoires T. 4. part, 2. p. 606. 886. 
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the Paſſages I have cited from it may be 
allowed to have in the preſent Diſpute, it 
will be Neceſſary to enquire a little into the 
Reaſons which thoſe Learned Men, who 
reject or ſuſpect it, have given for their 
Opinion. Tr 5 
THE Chief Objection againſt this Ler- 
ter and the Anſwers to Pauls Queſtions 
is, that in the Synodical Epiſtle of the 
Council of Antioch it is expreſsly ſaid, 
that They had written to Dionyſius, and 
that Dionyſius upon the Receipt of their 
Letters had written back to Antioch, but 
Directed His Letter to the whole Church 
(or the whole Province, Tj Tapmug rd 
not to Paul, in which too He had nor ſo 
much as honoured him with a Common 
Salutation . 5 TRA 
THIS Argument is Hiſtorically mention- 
ed by Dr. Cave andTillemontꝭ, and urged by 
Du Pin as of Great Force, and by Valeſius 
as Deciſive and Unanſwerable. But in the 


2 firſt place, as Biſhop Srillingfieer © and 


1 Exist Nen 5 %% #) megigronl mg; 16 © Wwarggs - 
mex, m Ty Negmiav Tis fxramiPogs duν, )]. WITH 
dorumer Tov 336 Ths dA ee, & Oip,iua or Thy Me 776 M 
ereudoxians wv 6 hp kat els z arnexelcr* Ty A Ths 
Ae odd WET Ehoaws; atiwm; cu ty; ator pea; cd r, 
N Ty Tuegmic axoy. Ap. Euſeb. E. H. I. vii. c. 30. p. 
228. Ed. Valeſ. 


(2) H. L. V. 1. p. 97. V. 2. p. 53. (3) p. 887. (4) p- 


n. 5. 190. ( p. 139. (6) It's ſaid indeed, that He did not write 
velle 0 him, i. e. He did not direct it to him, but He might ſend it 
7.8. to the Council in anſwer to his Letters, which He mentions. 
5. Pnud. p. 35. 
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Tillemont have in part Obſerved, the Letter 
only can be affected by this Objection, and 
not the Anſwers to Paul's Queſtions. For in 
Thoſe He very often ſpeaks of Paul in the 
Third Perſon, and under no more honoura- 
ble a Name than that of the Samoſatenian 
and when He does addreſs Himſelf to him 
in the ſecond Perſon, He is far from ex- 
preſling any the leaſt Reſpect by it, but 


does it generally after the ſame manner as 


we often find in Controverſial Writings, 
eſpecially where the Point in diſpute is of 
Great Importance, and the Diſputants 
Warm and Zealous, as Dionyſius particu- 


0 larly ſnews Himſelf through the Whole 


Courſe of theſe Anſwers. An Apoſtrophe 
in ſuch Caſes is a very Common Fi 
and it muſt be allowed to be much more 
Natural and more Uſual for a Man in the 
Heat of Argument to turn his Diſcourſe 


to his Adverſary, than in a Letter to ſpeak 


ſo frequently of him to whom the Letter is 
written in the third Perſon. So that the An- 


ſwers might be a Part of the Letter ſent to 
Antioch, or atleaſt annexed to it by Diony- 


mY I) L'ObjeQion qu'on tire du Concile peut ne r 


meme que la lettre à Paul. Car pour la reponſe aux Objecti- 


ons, elle parle d'ordinaire de Paul comme ne s addreſſant 4 


lui, & elle ne le marque que par le titre de Samoſatenien: de ſorte 


TE 
4; 


que fi elle lui parle quelque fois, on voit bien, que ce n'eſt 


point par honneur: mais comme on a accoutumè de parler a ceux 
que Von combat. 


op 
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> 
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Ainſi cette piece, qui eſt beaucoup plus 
longue que autre, pourroit avoir fait partie de la lettre mar- 
queè par le Concile d' Antioche, ou avoir <tc jointe. p. 88, 8. &, 
ius, 


Mr. Whiſton's Suſpicions. 5 r 


f fus, in order to confirm the Council in their 


2 Zeal againſt Pub sHereſy by the Strength of 


His Arguments, as well as the Authority of 
His Name and Character. And if the Queſti. 
ons and Anſwers be Genuin, I think there 
can be Little Reaſon to doubt but the Epiſtle 


is ſo too; it being not only directly pointed 


to in Paul's Introduction, but alſo cited 
and refer'd to in every one of the Queſti- 
ons, and in ſeveral of Dionyſius s Anſwers. 

BUT let us Conſider the Conſequence of 


this Argument. It proves indeed that this 


Letter is not that which is mentioned in 
the Synodical Epiſtle, in Oppoſition to 


Bp. Bull * and Baronius |, who thought 
it was: But becauſe Dionyſius, after He 
2 was fully ſatisfied of Paul's Obſtinacy and 
2 Heretical Pravity, refuſed to Countenance 
him ſo far as to Salute him in a Let- 
ter written to the Church of Antioch; 
does it therefore follow, that He ne- 
ver had any Diſpute with him before 
that time by Letters, according to the 
Cuſtom of that Age, and of Dionyſius Him- 
ſelf in Particular? Euſebius J aſſures us, 
that ſeveral Synods met before this Affair 
of Paul could be determined, and Why 

might not this Letter be written at the 
time of one of thoſe Synods, or before 
any of them? Dionyſius upon the Riſe of 
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any Hereſy, was always Ready with the 
firſt to oppoſe it. The Nepotians, the 
Sabellians, the Novatians, had ſcarce time 
to adjuſt their Heretical Schemes, before 


He wasprepared to confound them. And 


where 1s the Abſurdity of ſuppoſing, that 


He had as much Concern for the Salvati- 


on of Souls, and as Warm a Zeal for the 


Purity of the Faith at the time when Paul 


endeavoured to corrupt it, as He had lately 
ſhewn in Oppoſition to the other Hereticks 
above-mentioned ſince it is confeſled that 
He heartily deteſted Pauls Hereſy, and 
He could not but thinkit much more Im- 
pious than the Hereſy of Nepos or No- 


 vatian, and not leſs Impious than the 


Hereſy of Jabellius, as indeed it was very 
nigh the ſame; the Difference betwixt 


them, if any, conſiſting rather, as it ap- 
pears to me, in their Different Way of Ex- 


plaining the ſame Notions, or at leaſt in 
Different Conſequences drawn from them, 
than in the Original Notions themſelves ? 

UPON the whole matter, this Paſſage 


in the Synodical Epiſtle, in all the Force 
which 1 can conceive it to have, is ſo very 


Weak and Inconcluſive an Argument a- 
gainſt this Letter, that it may be ſaid to 
make rather for it than againſt it; ſince 
Dionyſius was much more likely to put that 


 Afront upon a Man of whoſe Heretical O- 
pinions He had been fully convinced from 


his 


vain endeavoured to reclame, than upon a 


Man charged with an Hereſy which he 
would not own. For we learn from Eu- 
T and ſeveral other 


ſebius * and Theodorit 
Authors, that Paul did all he could to con- 
ceal his True Sentiments, which Dionyſius 
accordingly complains of in His Letter, and 


labours to extort from him a Plain Con- 


feſſion and Acknowledgement of his No- 
tions. 

IT is alſo Objected by Valeſius, Ruinart, 
and Du Pin, that the Style of this Epiſtle 
differs from Dionyſius's Style in His other 
Epiſtles. But Judgments formed of Books 
from their Style are generally ſo Uncertain 


and Precarious, and depend upon ſuch 
Nice and Slender Notices, that he who 
2 will determine a Book to be Genuin or 
> Spurious upon ſuch Grounds mult be Con- 
tent to Judge for himſelf only, and allow 
the ſame Liberty to other Men, whether of 
a more Refined or a leſs Diſtinguiſhing Taſt 
than himſelf. Bp. Stillingſſeet therefore 
does not think fit to be ſo Poſitive in this 
matter. He will not fake upon him to Fudge 


how far it differs from His Style in other E- 


piſtles; but yet readily declares, that the De- 


ſign is very agreeable to an Epiſtle from Him 


on that Occaſion. And indeed. it is ſo ve- 
ry Difficult to determine any thing with 


L. vi 1.0.8. + Haeret. Fab. I. 11. c. 8. p. 223. | 
3 Cer- 


Mr. Whiſton's Suſpicions. 53 
his own Writings, and whom He had in 
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54 A Defenſe of the Anſcwer to 
Certainty this way, that I believe I might 
Undertake to ſhew as Great a Diference 
of Style betwixt the Acknowledged Ge- 
nuin Works of the ſame Author, as is of- 
ten made Uſe of by Criticks to prove a 
Book Spurious. No Man does, or can, 
always write exactly after the ſame Man- 
ner. Proficience in Knowledge, Honour, 
Diſgrace, Proſperity, Adverſity, the Na- 
ture of the Subject, the Preſent Temper Þ? 
of a Man's Mind, His State of Health, 
Age, and even the Agreeable or Unplea- 
ſant Situation of things round about him, 
will naturally have a Great Influence over 
his Way of Thinking, and that will as Na- 
turally ſhew it ſelf in his Way of Writing. 
Beſides, there is a great deal of difference to 
be made in the preſent Caſe betwixt ſuch Au- 
thors, as, having ſpent a Great Part of their 
Youthful Studies upon forming their Style, 
Write afterwards br Reputation, and con- 
ſequently with Great Care and Exactneſs; 
and ſuch as neither regarded nor underſtood 
the Beauties and Ornaments of Style. Any 
thing aſcribed toOne of theſe Elaborate Wri- 
ters is much more Eaſy to be Diſtinguiſhed 
by its Style, whether Genuin or not, by the 
more Artful or more Negligent Conſtruction 
and Turn of its Periods, by the Greater or Leſs 
Purity: or Strength of the Words, &c. but 
with reſpect to the other ſort of Writers, 
and of thoſe more particularly moſt of Fay 2 
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Antient Fathers, all theſe Helps are in a great 
meaſure did vr and Conſequently it is 
much more Difficult to determin of the 
Writings which go under their Names, 
which are Genuin and which Spurious, from 
Obſervations made upon their Style. And 


this is yet more difficult in the Caſe of 


Dionyſius, becauſe he has left us ſo very little 


to forma Notion and Character of his Style 


by... 

1 ROM theſe Reflections upon the Dif- 
ficulty of proving a Book Spurious by its 
Style, I would not be underſtood to ac- 
knowledge, that there is any ſuch Difference 
here as is pretended betwixt the Style of 
this Epiſtle, and of Dionyſiuss other 
Writings; For I muſt ſay with Mr. Tille- 
mont *, He who has ſatisfied himſelf of 


this Difference muſt have examined the 


matter much more Carefully and Exactly 
than I can pretend to have done. But let it 


be Granted that ſome Difference may be 


found; wherein does this Difference con- 
ſiſt? Is this Epiſtle not ſo Eaſy and Intel- 
ligible, as His other Epiſtles? That, if it 
really be ſo, may very well be charged up- 
on the want of MSS. to collate with Tur- 
rian's Copy; ſince it is ſeldom or never 
known that a ſingle MS. preſerves the True 
Reading throughout, and-Falſe Readings 
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their firſt and Fundamental Tenets, and 


56 A Defenſe of the Anſwer to 


generally 2 g's and Obſcure the Senſe 
and Style. Or is his Style here more lax, 
and his Reaſonings leſs Cloſely Couched 
than in ſome of his other Writings? That 
too, if True, beſides that it is Natural 
enough to any Man in an Occaſional E- 
piſtle, may alſo very fairly be accounted for 
from Dionyſius's Extreme Old Age. - 

IT is fartherObjeCed that Paul s Notions 
ner from what they are Generally thought 
to have been. But it is not Dionyſius's 
fault that People will Generally content 
themſelves with a Superficial and Imperfect 
Knowledge of things. It is not very Eaſy 
indeed to get a True and Compleat Notion 
of thexwen Syuae, the Real and Original 
Errours, of the Antient Hereticks; ſo as 
to be able exactly to diſtinguiſh betwixt 


ſuch Conſequential Opinions as flowing 
Naturally from the Dchock, and being 
more Impious and more Odious, were 
chiefly objected to them by the Ortho- 
dox; either to give other Chriſtians a 
Greater Abhorrence of their Hereſies, or 
to Convince the Hereticks themſelves: of 
the Falſchood of their Principles from the 
Blaſphemy and Impiety of the Conſe- 
quences which neceſſarily followed from 
chem. This, I ſay, is not very Eaſy, but 
he who will not be at the Pains to lay the 

t Fer e ee ets nl 


Mr. Whiſton s Suſpicions. 57 
ſeeming Different Accounts of Different 
Authors together, and examine them care- 
Z fully, muſt not venture to pronounce a Book 
Z Spurious, becauſe it does not exactly agree 
with an Opinion which he has taken up 
Without due Conſideration. 

3 IN rhe Epiſtle and Anſwers Paul is repre- 
ſented to acknowledge the Divinity and E- 
ternity of the Ash, and this indeed may 
perhaps ſeem ſtrange to thoſe, who know no 


more of Pauls Hereſy, than that he affirmed 


our Saviour to be a mere Man. How was 
it Poſſible, that Paul could at the ſame time 
bold the Son of Gop to be Eternal, and our 
Saviour a mere Man? It cannot be the 
2 © Great Dionyſius, who would obtrude ſuch 
2 © Contradiftions upon us. It muſt certainly 
2 © beſome Ignorant Impoſtor, who took up- 


on him to perſonate the true Dionyſius, and 


to write an Epiſtle for Him againſt Paul 


2 © of Samoſata, without knowing any thing 


of Paul's Opinions. But thisConcluſion 


is a little too haſty. What if we ſhould 


ſuppoſe that Paul, after the Example of 


2 Praxeas and Valentinus , divided Jeſus 


and Chriſt, and made Feſus a Mere Man 
in which Chriſt, or the Eternal As, in- 
habited? If this Suppoſition be admitted, 
the Difficulty immediately vaniſhes; and 


this was really the Caſe, as we learn not 


n 


*Y, Tertyll. Ce Prax, p. 659+ & lren. paſſim. 
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only from this Epiſtle, but alſo from Epi. 
phanius F, and many other Writers. And 
hence it is that Photius * and others make 
Neſtorius to have borrowed his Hereſy * 
from Paul of Samoſata. 4 
THIS Impious Diviſion of our Bleſſed 
Saviour's Perſon, and the Confeſſion of 
the Eternity of the Ash, are the Only 
Notions 1 can find mentioned or ſuggeſted 
in the Epiſtle or Anſwers, which can poſ- 
ſibly be ſuppoſed to claſh with the Ac. 
counts given of Paul's Opinions by other 
Writers. And as we have the Concurrent * 
Teſtimony of the Beſt Authors that bot 
theſe were really Paul's Opinions; ſo, bj 
the help of the Former, the Latter is verß 
Eaſily and Naturally Reconciled to that 
Blaſphemous and beſt known Aſſertion 
of his, that our Saviour was a Mere 
Man. Beſides, after all if we ſhould 7 
allow that Paul's Notions are not repre. 
ſented here exactly after the ſame manner 
as by ſome other Writers, that would af- 
ford but a very Weak and Inconcluſive 7 
Argument againſt the Authority of this 
Epiſtle; ſince we find many Contradicto- 
ry and Inconſiſtent Notions in the Ancient 
and Modern Hereſies, and we are particu- ? 
larly aſſured that Paul ſtudiouſly endea - 
voured to conceal his Real Opinions. 
HARDUIN goes ſtill farther, and ven- 

+ H. 65. p. 608, 614, 617, & alibi, * Ep. 35. 3 


. Ve 
NI. + 4 * 
3 is o 
N 4 
n . 
} " 1: 
: fl 
4-3” 
| . 
i To 
x 
o 
11 4S3% 
* q i P 
* 44 1 
Tl 4.4} 
| 
1. 
$ . 
8 
* . fb i 
32 1 14 
1 11 
A . 1 
5 1 1 1.4 (i 
5. 3. $49 i 
ö } 1 jp <ty 
þ - E. 

: 1 78 
{ . + . 
1 1 * N 8 
. | My 

k 7 - = 
5 4. | f 

4 | 
11 * 
* N ! ui 

$158 . 
6624 
5 . 75 5 
$ $ 
* 2909 $948 
i. "tt 
3 138 3 N 
i + LAN 
I J 9 ol 
1 + 
a4 N . 
10 þ * . 
- "yy, 
316 
7, it ne 
þ "We 1 +4 
1 J. 7 
J ; } 1 
+ 8% 15 
Wen 
Ms +1 * 
; 75 In 
* ie 
11 * . V 
” "= 1. b 
isse 
j*: 4 #7 
"POTS! 
Nen 
A 12 y: 
i, 1 
LR 11110 
*. 4% FIR} 
ne #24 : 157 
1 4 
5 1 1 
» HEN" 
* : 4 
+ FR ; ' 
i. ll 
. © Ubi . 
» * 
r 
1 124 5 
148 

& ; Ne 
1 } 
1 nn 
1 79 wi i: > 

33 * +1 
i p ons 

NN W a 
407! i N 1 

: 7 
ig $1.4 

14449 

Tr. 
1 11 
10 "hs x 

7 -& 

* 28: vs 

* N 3 
; 14 BN 

* ory 17 
1 i 4 \ 1+ 
mr oF $10 27 
M 1 »a t a 
89 d ip 7 hy - 

, 1 07. + 

= 5 N * 
1 = 

4 1 
1 „ , 
: P 137 
| © 558 
ot TS 1 

f 4; 

, TE 4+ 
1 { , 
: of 
Ft; þ *. * 
Mis Kang. 
rl ' 4 ”» [27'S 6 5 
bt iy 1 wet | 
$3.55 11 , 
241 1g . 
en l 
1.47 : 

»# J q 
1844 
. FP . 

731: KS 

19 

1K £ 

2 $3. 

$ nl 
«+ 

* 

F 
1 
cy 4 , 

Ki 17 
_— 
1 
1 1 
. oh 4 - 
44. 1 10 

A * 
[1 / \ R 

1 | 

| J ; " 

1 * | 

1 }.4 4 

15 : 

U $1 
4 . 
, : 
: 
- 


: 1 : 
3 
5 
9 
DL hs 
BE 
1 
+ 
> 1 ty n * = 

- Fatt 
1 2 : 

- INN 

SC 

[ISS 1. 

* RE 
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tures to affirm very Poſitively, that this is 
the Work of ſome Raſcally Eutychian | But 
2 what may we not expect from a Man, who 
vill Undertake to Demonſtrate the Doctrine 
of Tranſubſtantiation from St, Chryſoſtom's 
¶ Epiſtle to Caeſarius ? That Learned Jeſuii 
has not given us the Leaſt Reaſon for this 
2 Cenſure, and therefore I ſhall content my 


be found in this Epiſtle ſome Expreſlions 
Z which may ſeem to favour the Eutychian 
Z Hereſy, that would not be a ſufficient 
2 Reaſon for rejecting it; ſince there are ſe- 
veral Paſſages of the ſame Nature in the In- 
diſputably Genuin Works of Antient Or- 
thodox Writers, who never Dreamed of ſuch 
Opinions, and therefore could not particu- 
* larly guard againſt them in their Expreſ- 


Id 2 arguing againſt Paul's Notion that the A595 


'E- 2 was not united in the ſame Perſon with 


er the Humane Nature, but only dwelt in it 
af- for a time; ſo that it was Natural enough 
for Him, in the Heat of Diſputation and 
Z Oppoſition, Tj awerec The avloaxis, to let 
fall Expreſſions which might ſeem too Fa- 
nt vourable to the Contrary Extreme, as He 
U- 27 had done before in His Diſputations againſt 


the Sabellians, by the Confeſſion of Bajil 


and Athanaſtus. - 
— t Nebulonis alicujus Eutychiani Sunrſinftae Figmentum. Not. 
res | ANO- 


ſelf to Obſerve, that though there ſhould 


re 1 frons. Beſides, Dionyſius in this Epiſtle is 
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ANOTHER Argument brought againſt IJ 1 


the Authority of this Epiſtle is, that if it Wt 
had been Genuin, Athanaſius would moſt F( 
certainly have made ſome Quotations from 
it in His Defenſe of Dionyſius. But, with 

all due Submiſſion and Deference to the 
Judgement of thoſe Learned Men Who 
_ inſiſt upon this Objection, I muſt beg leave 
to ſay, that if fuch Negative Arguments 
be allowed to have any Great force, few * 
Antient Writings, Eccleſiaftical or Pro- 
fane, will bear ſo ſevere a Teſt. Might 
not the Epiſtle be Genuin, though Atha- 
naſius had never ſo much as heard of it? 
Or where is the Neceſſity of ſuppoſing, 3 
that He muſt have heard of it, 7 it had 
been Genuin? The Conſtant Oppoſition ? 
and Perſecutions of the Hereticks of His 
own time allowed Him bur little Leiſure ? 
to be very Curious in His Search after Pri- 
vate Letters written againſt former Here- 
ticks, and addreſſed to Particular Perſons. 
Or if He did know of this Epiſtle, what 
Neceſſity was there for His Citing it, af- 
ter He had fo fully Confuted the Objections 
againſt Dionyſius from what Dionyſius 
himſelf had wrote purely to Clear and Ex- 
plain the Paſſages in his former Writings, 
upon which thoſe Objections were ground - 
ed? This was a full and Deciſive Anſwer, 
and it was not Athanaſiuss Manner to 
| _ heap ? 
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zheap up Unneceſſary Arguments, or to 
trouble His Readers with a Multitude of 


oem] ar oe err, 
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t FQuotations in a Clear Caſe, which He al- 
1 ways particularly avoided. 
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II is alſo Objected by Du Pin, That 
e the Author of this Letter approves of the 
word ôοö,ips, and ſays that it has been 
applied to our Saviour by the Fathers; 
Whereas it is Certain that Dionyſius and 
the Council of Antioch Diſapproved of 
that Word, and that it could not be ſaid 
ein Dionyſiuss Days, that it had been com- 
Z* monly uſed by the Fathers. To the firſt 
Branch of this Objection I anſwer, that it is 
Zo far from being Certain, that DionyſiusDiſ- 
Zapproved of that Word, that it is Certain 
from His Apology,thatHe did not diſapprove 
of it, but uſed it Himſelf. The Council of An- 
tioch, it is true, rejected it, and they alſo aſſure 
us in their Synodical Epiſtle, that Diony- 
¶ſius was of their Opinion as to the Impiety of 
s. Paul's Hereſy: but this is no Argument that 
He joyned with them in ſetting aſide that 
Term, which was done after His Death, 
and not becauſe even they Diſliked the 
4s © Word it ſelf, when rightly underſtood, or 
x- the Doctrine it expreſſed, but to prevent 
s, | Unneceſlary Cavils and Exceptions; for 
4- Which Reaſon it is probable enough that 
r, Dionpſius Himſelf would have con- 
ro ſented to their Determination againſt it, 
ap ik He had been preſent at the Council, 
=_ | | not- 
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62 A Defenſe of the Anſwer to 
notwithſtanding His Former Approbation 


of it. And if Dionyſius had really been | 
preſent and Conſented to this Determina- 


tion, even in that Caſe we could not have 
concluded that He Diſliked the Word be- 
fore He knew of any bad uſe made of it: 
much leſs therefore can we draw this Con- | 


cluſion from a Reſolution which the 
Council of Antioch came to after His 
Death, upon the Particular Occaſion of 
the Abſurd and Impious Senſe fixed upon 
that word by Paul in order to Obſtruct 
and perplex their Proceedings; eſpecial] 
too ſince we are aſſured from Dionyſiuss 
Undiſputed Writings (1 mean as to thoſe 
who make this Objection) that he did not 
diſapprove of it, which muſt at once fi- 
lence a thouſand Conjectural Arguments to 
the Contrary. i = 
THE Second Part of the Objection is, 
"that it could not be faid in Dionyſius's 
Pays, that the Word 6ozous had been com- 
*monly uſed by the Fathers. Mr. Du Pin, 
by the lctle I have ſeen of his Works, ſeems 
to be a Fair and Candid, as well as a very 
Learned, Writer; it would therefore be 
highly U njuſt to accuſe him of Inſerting the 
word Commonly with a Deſign to | his 
Argument the Appearance of more 


Strength than it can poſſibly have: but I 
muſt Obſerve however that the Author of 
the Epiſtle ſays no ſuch thing, but ny 

tnat 
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that the Word had been uſed by Holy Fa- 
| | thers of the Church, ooo eien C 
| 7 amo! r *, And that the word had 
been ſo uſed, to omit many other Proofs, 
we have the Expre(s Teſtimony of Euſe- 
| 4:ius himſelf in the following well known 
 Þ Paſſage, T Tara mas nos % EHS 
n lnovonss Y oyexPia; tyrwifu Gin Þ & ra- 
wos % You Neo TH Tod epouais eo 
"| vopLant T, | | 
II is farther Objected, that this Epiſtle 
has not been quoted, or mentioned, by 
any Writer, or ever heard of, before it 
, © was publiſhed by Turrian. I don't Under- 
ſtand, I muſt confeſs, how any Man can 

* truſt his Memory, or his Common-place 

| Book, ſo far as to affirm this with any Cer- 
| F tainty. However, allowing it to be ſo, 

” againſt a ſet Treatiſe publiſhed and ad- 

: dreſſed to the whole World this Argu- 
ment may indeed have ſome Weight, 
though even in that Caſe Reaſon and Ex- 
perience ſhew that it will not always hold: 
but againſt he Genumeneſs of a Private 
Qccabenal Epiſtle, which might lye neg- 
lected and Unknown many Ages, it is, in 
my Opinion, very Inconcluſive. 

* AND afcerall, this Epiſtle is not fo plain- 
ly Deſtitute of External Teſtimony as is pre- 
tended; ſince Theodorit aſſures us, that Pio. 
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64 A Defenſe of the Anſwe# to 
nyſius did write to Paul in order to reclame 
him, as well as to the Council *. And the Au- 
thor of the Epiſtle to the Clergy of Per- 
fia, under the name of Athanaſius , men- 
tions this Letter to Paul, and ſubjoyns a 
Copy of it, though a very faulty and Im- 
perfect one. The Age of this pretended 
Epiſtle to the Perſians is very Uncertain: 
but the Latin Verſion of it is Antient, in 
the Opinion of the Benedictins; the Origi- 
nal Greek therefore might very well be much 
more Antient. But however, as this can 
not amount to any thing like a direct Po- 
ſitive Proof, that Dionyſiuss Letter is Ge- 
nuin; ſo, I think, it muſt be allowed at 
leaſt to prove, that Turrian was not the 
firſt Man who ever heard of it. | 
THESE are all the Objections I 
can meet with againſt this Epiſtle, which, 
if Genuin, is moſt Certainly a very Valua- 
ble Monument of Antiquity ; for which 
Cauſe I was the more willing to examine 
into the Reaſons alledged to prove it Spu- 
rious. Much more might have been faid 
to invalidate them: bur I fear, as it 1s, 1 
have been too Long in this Digreſſion. 
Upon the whole matter, I would not be 
thought to Interpoſe my Judgementin this 


ꝶ—— — * — 
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Affair: all I deſire is, that the Reader 
would weigh the Objections and the An- 
ſwers I have ſuggeſted to them together; 
and as either are thought to prevail, let 
the Credit given to the Quotations I have 
made from this Epiſtle be Greater, or 
Leſs. 

THUS far however I am ſecure as to 
the main Point, that as we have many Cer- 
tain Parallels to the Paſſage reſtored by 
the Benediftins, in Dionyſiuss Other 
Writings, if this Epiſtle and the Anſwers 
to Paul's Queſtions be Genuin; ſo though 
they ſhould be ſet aſide as Spurious, yet 
thoſe Paſſages of the very ſame Apolo- 
getical Epiſtle, which I have already quot- 
ed from St. Baſil , who, you know, had a 
Compleat Knowledge of Dionyſins's Works, 
muſt be allowed to be above any Excepti- 
on. Thoſe Paſſages indeed do not give us 
| quite ſo Diſtinc and Clear a Deſcription of 
the Doctrine of the Trinity IN Unity, 
as That to which you deſire a Parallel: yet 
ſince they give us the only Words in that 
# Paſſage, which can be ſuſpeted not to 

have been in Uſe in the Third Century, 
was and Teiggz and contain the very ſame 
Doctrine of the Trinity, which is more 
Diſtinctly Expreſſed in the other; no Un- 
prejudiced Perſon can doubt but he who 
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66 A Defenſe of the Anſwer to 


wrote the Paſſages cited by Baſil, might, 
upon a Proper Occaſion for it, expreſs the 


ſame Doctrine as Clearly as in that which 
is cited by Athanaſius. And if there can 


be any Occaſion, more Proper than ano- 
ther, for a Man to expreſs himſelf, upon 
any Subject, as Diſtinctly and Determi- 
nately, as he poſſibly can; Dionyſius had 
moſt certainly ſuch an Occaſion upon that 
with reſpect to the TRINITY in an 
Apology written purpoſely to clear himſelf 


from the Charge of Heterodoxy as to that 


Article, which had been brought againſt 
him from his Unguarded and Incautious 
Expreſlions in his former Writings. 
AFTER this follows another Requeſt 
to the Gentle Reader, with relation to 
your Sixteenth Suſpicion; but I have been 
already ſo Long upon this Ol ſervation, 
that 1 ſhall reſerve the Conſideration of it, 
till I come to your Reflection upon my 
Anſwer to that Suſpicion. 
VII. YOUR next Obſer vation, I find, 
is wholly taken up with the Life of An- 


tony; from which you had drawn before 


the Longeſt, and, in your own Opinion, 
the Strongeſt, of all your Seventeen Suſpi- 
cions. For the Credit of the reſt there- 
fore, one would think you ſhould have 
ſaid ſomething in Defenſe of it : but in 
ſtead of that, we have nothing here but 
New Objections, and thoſe, if it be 1 4 
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ble, ten times Weaker than the Former. 


However, ſince this is the only Article, 


upon which you have thought fit to pro- 
duce any of the Great deal of Evidence 
you have in reſerve for the Further Con- 


firmation of your Suſpicions, Your Ar- 
guments ſhall be Conſidered in their 
Order. 


1. YOU Obſerve, that the Miracles 
of Anthony have fo Evidently tended to 
Support Notions and Prattices, that have 
no Foundation in the Earlieſt Antiquity, &c. 
that there is the Greateſt Occaſion Imagin- 
able for Suſpicion about them. And here it by 
theſe Notions and Practices you mean the 
Modern Monkery, as you call it, I refer 
"= to what I have already ſaid as to that 

atter in my Anſwer: but if you mean 
Modern Orthodoxy, as you rather ſeem to 
do, I muſt take the freedom to tell you, 
that this 1s no better than begging the 
main Queſtion. For unleſs Orthodoxy be 
Antichriſtian, I deſire to know why An- 


tony's Miracles are to be ſo Vehemently Suſ- 


pected for tending to ſupport it. Nay, 
allowing it to be as Great a Cor— 
ruption of the Primitive Faith as you 
pleaſe, allowing it to have been introduced 
by the Devil, according to a Certain Au- 
thor; yet you know the ſame Modeſt Au- 


thor Obſerves, that the Devil made uſe 


+ Prim. Chriſtian, Vol. 4. Apvend. p. 19. 
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68 A Defenſe of the Anſwer to 
of ſeveral Good things for the ſupport 
of it, ſuch as the Honour of the Son of God 
and of His Holy Spirit; ſo that you need 
not deny the Truth of theſe Miracles, be- 
cauſe they have tended to the ſupport of 
the Athanaſian Hereſy, unleſs you will al- 
ſo deny that any Honour is due to the Se- 
cond and Third Perſons in the TRINIT V, 
for the ſame reaſon. 
2. THESE Miracles, you ſay, were firſt 
pretended to at a time when the Old Mi- 
racles of the Goſpel were ſo far Ceaſed, &c. 
So far Ceaſed is an Odd Expreſſion, and, I 
think, not very Eaſy to be Underſtood. 
If in your Philoſophical Enquiries you have 
Diſcovered Degrees in Ceſſation, and 
mean that the Old Miracles were in a Great 
Meaſure ceaſed, though not quite (beſides 
that this is not only Gratis Dictum, but 
alſo contrary to all Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory) 
why muſt Antony's Miracles be thought 
the Wonders of a Lye, becauſe they were 
pretended to at a time when the True Mi- 
racles were not ſo frequent as they had 
formerly been? If you mean that They 


were quite Ceaſed, your Argument will be] 
ſo far the better, that the Conſequence | 
will be Undeniable; for then you may 
eaſily Demonſtrate that Antony's Miracles 


were Falſe, if it be granted you, 


that they were pretended to at 4 time 


when True Miracles were ceaſed. 
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3. THESE Miracles Generally belong 
 T7o ſuch Deſert Places, where little Good 
Evidence was to be Eupected, and are 
ſaid to be Chiefly done among ſuch Io- 

norant and Superſtitions Monks, that there 
is the Greateſt Occaſion Imaginable for 
Suſpicion about them, and by Conſequence 
about their Hiſtorian Athanaſius. To paſs 
over the Abuſive Epithets, which you 
have here very Charitably and Judiciouſly 
beſtowed upon a Number of Men that 
you know very little of; It is not, Ithink, 
the Greateſt Wonder Imaginable, that An- 
Tonys Miracles ſhould Generally belong to 
ſuch Places as he Always lived in, and 
be Chiefly done among ſuch Men as he 
Chiefly Converſed with. I muſt alſo O6- 
ſerve to you, that Athanaſins's Honeſty 
does not depend ſo much upon the Pro- 
: | bability of theſe Miracles as you Imagine, 
and by Conſequenceyou was quite miſtaken 
in the State of the Caſe, when you was 
Graciouſly pleaſed to give the Reader 
leave to ſuppoſe Athanaſius Honeſt, upon 
this Equal Condition, that he will believe 
the Legend. For though we ſhould al- 
low, that ſome of Antony's Miracles are 
| Improbable, his Life may yet be written 
| ſmcerely by Athanaſius. He vouches for 
but one of theſe Miracles, as done in His 

own Preſence : and for the reſt, His 

Knowledge of Antony's Piety, and His 
5 | En | E 3 | | Pre- 
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70 4 Defenſe of the Anſcwer to 


Prejudice in favour of His Friend might 


very<ealily induce Him to receive them, 
upon the Credit of thoſe Monks from 
whom He had His Accounts, Add to this, 
that there was in thoſe Early Ages of the 
Church as General a Diſpoſition to be- 


lie ve ſuch Miracles; as there ſeems to be 


in this Free-think:ng Age, to reject and Ri- 
dicule them. Whether they were too 
Credulous, or we rather too Sceptical, or 
Both, I am not at preſent concerned to 
Enquire. It is ſufficient for my Purpoſe, 
that the Caſc was ſo, and that the moſt 
Judicious Men of thoſe times readily re- 
ccived ſuch Stories of this Nature, as will 
not now pals with a Vulgar Underſtand- 
ing. And beſides this univerſal Creduli- 
ty, if it muſt not be thought to deſerve a 
better Name, Athanaſius knew Antony to 
be a Man of Eminent Piety ; He knew, that 
if a Man be a Morſbipper of GOD, and doth 


His Will, him He heareth ; He had alſo ſeen 


one of Antonys Miracles with His own 
Eycs; All which Conſiderations put toge- 
ther might very Naturally Incline Him to 
Believe ſuch things of Antony, as may 
ſeem very Improbable to a Man, as much 
Prejudiced Againſt him, as Athanaſius could 

be in his Favour. 
VIII. YOU O ſerve laſtly that I have 
given a Bad Character of the Synod of 
3 Tyre. 


0] 
Pe 
IX 
ago) 
> 
Bd 
V 
5 
N Ro 
LEE 
44 
7 
M0 
7 
2x01 
3 
5 1 
— 5 
. 
30” 
FS 
1 
To 
* 


Hh 


N 
3m 

8 JL 

2 
Wy 
4s 

ie 4 


28 
ES 
N 
* 
1 1 
5 
EXE 
5 
27 
. 
4 5 * 

* 
2 
25 
* 4 
Mt 
3 
200 
8 
5 

55 

% * 


My. Whiſton's $ »ſpicions. 71 
Tyre, Really, Sir, I have ſo; The Faq ! 


confeſs, but want to ſee the Crime. 
AND now, Sir, Having Diſpatched your 
Preliminary Obſervations, 1 come to what 
you call your Reflections, in which you 
pretend to give an Account of my An- 


ſwers to your ſeveral Suſpicions, ſometimes 


with Great Wit and Pleaſantry, and ſome- 
times in Sober Sadneſs. 
I THE Sum of my Anſwer to your 
Firſt Suſpicion, you ſay, comes to this: 
That Violent Party-men may ſtill not be 


great Knaves; eſpecially if they be Perſe. 
cuted. ¶ Not Conſidering that Arius will 
on both Accounts have an Equal Title to 


Integrity with Athanaſius.) That is to 


ſay, I have taken a great deal of Pains to 


prove an Undeniable General Truth, 
which after all is ſo far from being to my 


Purpoſe, that it makes as much againſt me 


as for me: Whereas you may ſee, if you 
think fit to open your Eyes, that my Ar- 
guments upon that head are chiefly Parti- 
cular; Concluding it highly Improbable, 
that Athanaſius would have been @ Knave, 
to ſupport His Party, becauſe if He had 
been @ Knave, it is highly Probable He 
would have been of the Contrary Party ; 
and that it is neither Charitable nor Rea- 


| ſonable to believe, that a Man would ſa- 
crifice His Conſcience to the Defenſe of 


a Cauſe, which Conſcience only could 
SS make 


7 Wo” 


2 2 7” Fe © f Pp 
* : 44 4 * * = "'Y 
E 
x 8 - > 


— = > Y KY be. 2 © 
2 T * 3 r 
n OY P ———³⁵ — oh... ' 
: - WM 4+ 2 _ _ — 4 2 — — IX. . * > 4 1 N ; > 4 _—_ 
- — : * * of - -_. £ — * 2 2 tal tA £4: S * RAA7 «£28 — 
—_— 


75 . : 
4 
— ' * 
* — ä——— — — Le 


1 
4 
7.4 
{ % 
4 
1.5 
; 
"2 
IF 
& 7 — 
14 
' ub 
#® 
ko 
1 
4H 
4 
* i 
94 
141 
* Py 
4) 
» 
ty 
4 
1 
I. 
+ 24 
* 
1 
„ i 
* 
* 
7 * 
17 
bas 
* 1 » 
qi 
a" 
. 
* 
N 
* 
- a 
A 
2A 5 
FF ts. & 
x# : 
2 Fo 
ey V 
* 


—— 
— 


8 — 2 * 2 — I — —-— — == 
— —— 3h ä —— — 2 


make Him Eſpouſe, contrary to His Ap- 
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parent Intereſt. And as for the Sagaci- 
ous Remark, which you have put into a 


Parentheſis, Not Conſidering &c. I am ve- 


ry willing to Confeſs that 1 Conſidered it 
not, any more than you Conſidered, 
when you wrote it, what Obligation I was 


then under to prove Arius a Villain. I 


aſſure you I do not in the leaſt repent of 
the Favour, you think, I have Inconſider- 
ately done him. 

Il. MY Anſwer to your Second Sujp:- 
cion is, you ſay, That the Athanaſians, 
who altered the Language and Practices 


of Chriſtians, becauſe they do not tell us 


they intended to alter the Faith it Self, 


are not to be eſteemed Dangerous to the 


Church. In that Suſpicion all Good Peo- 


ple are adviſed to be upon their Guard a- 


gainſt Athanaſius, leſt He ſhould prove an 
Introducer of the Antichriſtian State; and 
that becauſe He was 4 Bold Perſon, for 
which you cite Nazzianzen, and an Inno- 
vator m Religion, for which you quote 
Montfaucen. In anſwer to It, I proved 
both theſe Propoſitions to be Falſe, and 
the Quotations, upon which they are 
Grounded, Impertinent. I Obſerved, That 
the two Paſlages brought from Nazzan- 
Zen, and Artfully joyned together, were 
only Examples of that Falſe Sublime, 
which is the Character of almoſt all the 
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Ar. Whiſton's Suſpicions. 73 
Writers of thoſe times who pretended to 
Eloquence; That the Honour there ſaid 
to be paid Athanaſius was not, as you 
ſeem Deſirous to Inſinuate, the Submiſſion 
of a Party to their Head, but the Love 
and Veneration of a few e/Zgyptian Monks 
for their Perſecuted Archbiſhop; Thar 
there was Ne 16 either 1n the 
Degree of their Reſpect, or their way of 
ſhewing it; That if it really was Greater 
than what was Lawful, it does not ap- 
pear that Athanaſius claimed any part of 
it, and it was no more in His Power to 
reſtrain the Exceſſive Reſpe& of His 
Friends, than the Spiteful Suſp:c:ons of His 
Enemies. And as to the Other Part of 
His Charge, Introducing new words, it 
the Words made uſe of by the Council of 
Nice be meant, I proved at large that A- 
thanaſius could not be called the Intro- 
ducer of them, being then but a Deacon, 
and very Young; and that if He did In- 
troduce them, He did well in ſo doing. 
AFTER your Faithful Summary of my 
Anſwer, you proceed to Animadvert upon 
two or three Words in it, which, I find, 
ſound very harſh in your Ears. But that 
4 Creed is not at all the worſe for being 
4 Conteſted one, as Mr. Thirlby affirms, I 
> | Hope he will find few Good Chriſtians in 
this Age; excepting ſome through-pac'd 
Athanaſians, that will believe him. You 
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had declared, that you abhor'd the thoughts 
of Impoſmg any other than an Unconteſt- 
ed Creed upon the Church. This Notion 
I could not by any means aſſent to; Im- 
poſing a Teſt, which no body could refuſe 
to take, ſeeming to me at that time to be 
alittle Abſurd. And I am not yet at all diſ- 
poſed to alter my Opinion; neither ſhall 
1 be, till I ſee ſome better Reaſon againſt 
it, than your repeated Declaration of Ab- 


| horrence. Provided there be nothing in- 


ſerted but Eſſential and Fundamental Ar- 
ticles of Faith, which Caution I took care 
to put in before, I muſt own I am not yet 
able to ſee what there is in a Creed's being 
Conteſted, to make it ſo Horrible and O- 
dious. Is it not very Probable, that ſeve- 


ral Articles were inſerted by the Church ; 


into the Apoſtles Creed, purely becauſe 
they were denied by Hereticks*? Is that 
Creed at all the worſe becauſe every Ar- 
ricle of it has been Oppoſed by ſome He- 
reticks or other? Is the Article which 
pronounces Gop THE FATHER, Maker of 
Heaven and Earth, the worſe for being 
Contradicted by Simon Magus, Menander, 
the Gno/7icks, Carpocratians, Cerinthians, 
Laleniinians, &c, upon which account it is 
not altogether Improbable that it was firſt 


* Propter nonnullos Haereticos addita quaedam videntur, 
per quae Novellae Doctrinae ſenſus crederetur excludi. Ruſin. 
Comment. in Symò. Apoſt, p. 170. Ed. Pariſ. 
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1 Mr. Whiſton's Suſpicions. 75 
put in? Is the Word Catholic to be ab- 
hor'd as Antichriſtian, becauſe very proba- 
bly inſerted in Oppoſition to the No vati- 
ans, Donatiſts, or other Schiſmaticks? 
Was not the Communion of Saints added too; 
and that, in all Probability, as low as the 
Fourth Century, and for the ſame Reaſon? 
IN ſhort, if it be an Abominable 
thing, to impoſe any other than an Un- 
conteſted Creed; it is very Ridiculous, in 
my Opinion, to Impoſe any Creed at all. 
Creeds were Impoſed to diſtinguiſh be- 
twixt Hereticks and the Orthodox, Falſe 
and True ChriſtiansF; that the Former 
might not indiſcernibly intermix themſelves 
- with the Latter, and ſo Pollute their 
Holy Rites, and Subvert the Weak: 
And how can this be effected by 
an Unconteſted Creed, which Hereticks 
will as readily aſſent to as the Orthodox? 
The Creed therefore being a ſort of a Teſ- 
ſera Militaris, or Symbol *, to diſtinguiſh 
Friends from Foes in this Militant State 
of the Church ; when the Old Creed, by 
the Artifice of the Arians, no longer an- 
ſwered that Deſign, the Council of Nice 
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+ Idcirco iſtud Indicium poſuerunt, per quod agnoſceretur is 
qui Chriſtum vere ſecundum Apoſtolicas regulas praedicaret. 
Ruf. in Symb. Pp. 170. | | x 

* Symbola diſtincta unuſquiſque Dux ſuis Militibus tradit 
ut 11 forte occurrerit quis de quo dubitetur, interrogatus Sym- 
bolum, prodat ſi fit hoſtis vel Socius. Id, Ibid. 
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wiſcly made a new One; as a Wary Gene- 
ral, if the Enemy chance to get the Word, 
immediately gives out another, that they 
may not, by the Advantage of it, enter 
his Camp at Pleaſure, to the Ruin and 
Deſtruction of his Army. 


III. THE Summary you give of my An- 


ſwer to your Third Suſpicion is this, Mr. 
Thairlby pleads, that my Character of A- 
thanaſius is falſe, becanſe it is not agree- 
able to His own Accounts of Himfelf, 
and to the Opinion His own Party have 
long had of Him. If I had really done ſo, 
there would have been more Force in 
that Plea, than there is Wit or Truth in 
this Repreſentation; nay, I will maintain, 
it had been a ſufficient Anſwer. The S»/- 
picion runs thus, A Perſon of His Gene- 


ral Character, which I take to be that of 


one Reſolute, &c. cannot but afford Great 
Room for Suſpicion to Conſidering Men. 
Here, if by General Character you mean 
the Character He has Generally had in 
the World, I have proved, according to 


your own Account, that He has General- 


ly had a very Different Character; and 
conſequently, that your Suſþ:czon, built 
upon His General Character, is Ground- 


leſs. If by His General Character you 


mean His Compleat CharaFer drawn at 
large, as you there ſeem to explain your 
ſelf, you might as well have ſaid, *A 7 
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Mr. Whiſton's Suſpicions. 77 
"ſon, whom I take to have been one of 
ea Bad Character, and of whom I have 
 ©conceived a Bad Opinion (though I do 
| not think fit at preſent to tell you why) 
cannot but afford Great Room for Suſpi- 
"czon to Conſidering Men. This is your Mo- 
deſt Concluſion in its full Strength; and if I 
had ſaid much leſs in anſwer to it, than 
you make me to have ſaid, I ſhould yet 
3 hive ſaid much more than it De- 
ſerved. | 
IV. MY Anfwer to your Fourth Suſpi- 
cion, is, you ſay, That Epiphanins's Ac- 
count of the Origin of the Melitians muſt 
be Falſe, becauſe it is probable it came 
from themſelves; and the Contrary muſt 
be True, becauſe it comes from Athanaſius 
THAT Suſpicion is grounded upon 
the Different Accounts given by Atha- 
naſius and Epiphanius of the Origin of 
the Melitians, from which, and from the 
Deciſion of the Council of Nice, which 
was more fayourable 7o theſe Melitians 
than to the Arians, You conclude, that 
Athanaſius's Account is Unfaithful, and 
the Effect of Hatred. To this J anſwer- 
end, That there is no Reaſon to queſtion. 
the Sincerity either of Athanaſius or Epi- 
 phanius from this Difference, and That 
the Enquiry ought only to be, on which 
ſide there appears the Greateſt Probabili- 
ty of Miſtake. And in order to Deter- 
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mine that, I obſerved, That Epiphanius 
differs from all other Eccleſiaſtical Writers“ 
in this matter, as well as from Athanaſius; 
That Athanaſius lived at the ſame time, and |: 
in the ſame Country where that Schiſm a- 


lived many Years after, and at a place far 
Diſtant; fo that he could know nothing of © 
this Buſineſs but by Information from o- - 
thers, which he was very apt to truſt to 
without much Examination; being, as 
Learned Men agree, too Credulous in ma- 
ny Inſtances, and Probably in this Caſe 
impoſed upon by a Falſe Account from 1 
the Melitians. z 7 


ee e e 
— 


FROM theſe laſt Words, which I hope 
you now fee are but a very ſmall part of { 
my Anſwer, you take Occaſion to be ſo 
Exceſlively Witty, at the Expenſe of C 


Truth, as to make the Sum of what I have x 


ſaid upon this Point to be, That Epipha- 7 
nius s Account muſt be Falſe, becauſe it | 


ever as little Streſs as I then laid upon this 15 


of it to be the Subject of your Ridicule, . 
it may not be improper to enlarge a little up- 21 
on it. That Epiphanius's Account came F 
Originally from the Melitians, as Imparti- | 
al as you make him to be in this Matter, 
is very Evident from the Air of Partiali- þ - 
ty, which runs through the whole Narra- | 

| tion, 
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tion, and particularly from his not ſaying 
one word of the Sentence which the Coun- 
cil of Nice paſſed upon Melitius and his Fol- 
lowers: And that this Account was Pro- 
bably Falſe, is Clear enough, I think, 
from the Practice of all Schiſmaticks in all 
Ages, from the Condemnation of Zheſe 
Mielitians by the Council of Nice, and 
from the Neceſſity they lay under upon 
that account of framing ſome very Plau- 
|: ſible Story of their own Origin. 
IIS Probability was all I then contend- 

cd for: but ſince you was pleaſed to be fo 
very Facetious upon it, you ſhall ſee that 
I had good Reaſon to call That Probably 

Falſe, which I can eaſily prove to be Cer- 
tainly ſo. In order to that I might Ob- 

| ſerve, that This Account is in many Cir- 
cumſtances perfectly Incredible, and very 
- Confuſed throughout, particularly in the 
Notation of Time; making Alexander 
Peter's Succeſſor in the See of Alexandria, 
and Achillas Alexander's. Beſides, Epi- 
" | phanins's Story neceſſarily ſuppoſes, and 
* | he himſelf expreſsly affirms, that Peter lay 
- | a long time in Priſon before His Martyr- 
dom; whereas Euſebius, who was in A- 
pt in that Perſecution *, aſſures us, that 
He was Beheaded immediately after He 
Was apprehended F. Neither is it at 
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80 A Defenſe of the Anſwer to 
all Probable, that ſo Excellent a Bithop, 
as Euſebius tells us Peter was, ſhould quat- 
rel with Melitius for declaring his Opinion 
againſt admitting the Lapſi to Communion 
immediately upon their Repentance, and 
in the very time of Perſecution invite others 
to follow their Example by profeſſing Him- 
ſelf ready to receive them upon their Eſt Ap. 
plication for Pardon, contrary to the ſtand- 
ing Diſcipline of the Church; This, I ſay, is 
not very Probable, eſpecially if it be Con- 
ſidered that he had not long before pub- 
liſhed fome very ſevere Canons, to fix the 
Difterent Lengths of the Pennance theſe 
Lapſi were to undergo, according as Dif- 
ferent Circumſtances aggravated or exte- 
nuated their Fault “. . 

TO your other Argument, drawn from 
the Determination of the Council of Nice, 
1 anſwered, That there was no Reaſon why! 
Schiſmaticks Sound in the Faith ſhould be 
puniſhed as ſeverely as the Worſt of He-. 

reticks, and that if their Sentence was! 

more gentle than they deſerved according to 
Athanaſius, it was alſo infinitely more ſeyerc Þ 
than they deſerved according to Epipha- 
nius; whereas the Council it felfexpreſslyÞ 
ſays, in Confirmation of Athanaſius s Ac- 
count, and in Direct Oppoſition to the O- 
ther, that Melitius and the Melitians had Þ * 
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been more gentiy dealt with than they deſer- 


ved T. The dum of this is, you ſay, That 
Aßhanaſius s Account muſt be True becauſe 
it comes from Athanaſius!” 
V. IN your Fifth Suſpicion you affirm 
that At hanaſiuss Touthful Treatiſes contain 
in a manner the ſame Doctrine that He 
afterwards oppoſed. This I flatly denied, 
and undertook to maintain that thoſe Trea- 
tiſes contain nothing contrary to the Ca- 
tholick Faith, and ſome things directly 
contrary to the Arian Hereſy; and chal- 
lenged you to joyn Iſſue with me upon 
that Queſtion, and ſaid all I could to pro- 
voke you to accept that Challenge. And 
what is the Event? Why, it ſeems, you have 
the Good Grace to make me the Compli- 
ment of Underſtanding theſe Matters fo 


well as to agree with you in your 


Fudgment, that theſe Treatiſes have not 
much that is like the Athanaſian Noti- 


ons and Language afterwards; you would 


alſo perſuade me, that I never offered any 
ſuch Challenge, nor ever denied the Truth 


of what you affirm. For, according to you, 
all I have pretended to ſay, in Oppoſition 


to that Suſpicion of yours, amounts to no 


more than this, That though Athanaſius's 
firſt Treatiſes have not much that is like 


the Athanaſian Notions and Language after- 


* ward; yet we are to ſuppoſe that they 


＋ Synod, Epiſt. ap. Socr. l. 3 _y We 
| | Mean 
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mean the ſame things; becauſe they were 
written by Athanaſius, who cannot be ſup- 
poſed ever to have Contradicted Himſtif 
in theſe Matters. 8 
IN this pretended Summary you make 
me to ſay, | 

_ TH AT Athanaſumss Firſt Treatiſes 
have not much that is like the Athana- 
ſian Notions and Language afterward. 

2. THAT though they have not much 
that is like the Athanaſian Notions and 
Language afterward; yet we are to ſup- 
poſe that they mean the ſame things. | 

3. THAT we are therefore to ſuppoſe | 
that they mean the ſame things, becauſe | 
they were written by Athanaſius. 

4. THAT the Reaſon why we are there- 
fore to ſuppoſe that they mean the ſame 
things, becauſe they were written by A- 
thanaſius, is, that He cannot be ſuppoſed 
ever to have contradicted Himſelf in 

' theſe Matters: 

I DARE fay no other Man but my Ca- 
gacious Correſpondent Mr. WHISTO N 
could have diſcovered any of theſe four 
Propoſitions, or any thing like any one 
of them, in my Anſwer to that Suſpicion: 
But I ſhall not trouble my ſelf to Expoſtu- 

late with you upon the Palpable Injuſtice 

of this Repreſentation ; it may be perhaps 
a little more Uſefull, to me am ſure it is 
a much more Pleaſant Task, to endeavour f 
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to Convince you, that J have ſome better Ar- 
guments for my Opinion that 7hoſe Treatiſes 
are not Arian, than becauſe they were written 
y Athanaſius. In order to that I ſhall not 


much inſiſt upon His Calling our Sa viour 
God, as He does no leſs than forty times 


in thoſe Treatiſes, neither ſhall I at pre- 
ſent make any Obſervations upon the Paſ- 
ſages I ſhall produce, though many of 
them very well deſerve it; but ſet them 
before you without any Comment, that 
you may try your Skill upon them, and 
ſee how you can reconcile them with the 
Notions and Language of Arianiſm. Za. 
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"4 VI. THOUGH the Arians did a lung 
time publickly Accuſe Athanaſius of the 
Murder of Arſenius; and that perhaps af- 
ter the time when He ſays He had open- 
ly produced Him alive; yet are Athana- 
ſius and His Followers to be believed, that 
he was certainly then altve. 

THOUGH the Arians did publickly ace 
cuſe Him of this Murder yet may we very 
ſafely believe that Arſenius was then alive, 
upon the Authority of the Eccleſiaſtical 
Hiſtorians, and many Writers of that Age, 
ſupported by the Confeſſions of thoſe who 
contrived that Villainous Accuſationʒ neither 
does it require any Great Degree of Cre- 
dulity to believe, that a Man may be In- 
nocent although He be Accuſed. As for 
the other Clauſe (and that perhaps after 
the time when He ſays He had openliy pro- 
duced him alive) I made you no ſuch Con- 
ceſſion. You affirmed at random, that the 
Artans did Still All His Life accuſe Him 
puokekly upon All Occaſions of the ſame 
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Murder. This I thought a little too much to 
believe upon your Bare Word tor it, and 
therefore I made a very Reaſonable Re- 
queſt to you, which was that you would 
be ſo kind as to mention one of thoſe 
Public Occaſions for my Satisfaction; and 
that you might ſee 1 had ſome Grounds 
for refuſing my Aſſent to that General 
Aſlertion of yours, I ſhewed that they did 
it not upon the two firſt and moſt proper 
Occaſions Imaginable for that purpoſe. And 
indeed it is Notorious, that they had ſeveral 
Public Occaſions offered them afterwards 
to make out the truth of this Accuſation, 


which yet they did not think fit to make 


uſe of. For did they do it at the Synod 
of Rome, aſſembled at their own requeſt * 


for a rehearing of Athanaſius's Cauſe? Did 


they do it at Sardica, though often called 
upon I the Council , and importuned by 


Hoſius ©, to produce what they had again 


Him, either Publickly before the Synod, 
or in private before himſelf only, with the 
promiſe of a fair Hearing, and a juſt Cen- 
ſure if they made good their Accuſations? 
No: theſe were Occaſions too Public for 
their Purpoſe. _ 


TO accuſe Publickly, I ſhould think, 

oer. K. H. I 11, e 11. Sow þ 112; C. 7. Juli Epiſt 
ap. Athanaſ. Apolog. contra Arian. p. 142, 143» 146. 

+ V.Epiſt. Syn. Sard. ap. Athan. Apol. p. 156. 163. &c. 

JV. Hoſſi Epiſt. ap. Athan. Hiſt. Arian. ad Monach. p. 370. 

RS ſhould _ 
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ſhould mean to charge a Man Openly, in a 


Lawful Aſſembly, where, upon hearing the 
Evidence and Allegations on both ſides, he 


might either be Acquitted or Condemned: 


but this fair Method of Procedure they 


could not be perſuaded to ſubmit to. 


If indeed to Accuſe Publickly, and to Con- 
vici, means no more than, in your way, 


Fortiter Calumniari, to bait a Man with 
Scandalous Libels, and Groundleſs Suſpi- 
cions; then I confeſs, it may be true, that 
they did accuſe Him Publickly enough upon 
many Occaſions: and ſuch an Accufati- 
on it was, which the Arian Biſhops 
ſeem deſirous to Inſinuate, as Warily as 
they could *, after they had refuſed the 
Publick Hearing offered them at the Coun- 
cil of Sardica. 

THE reſt of my Anſwer, you fay, 
comes to this: That though That Emper- 


or, whoſe pretended Leiter expreſſes his 


Surprize at That Impudence of His Ad- 
verſaries, ſoon baniſhed Him notwithſtand- 
ing; yet are Athanaſius and His Follow- | 
ers to be believed, That That Letter 7 
the Emperor is Genuine. After I have | 
Obſerved to you, that you do not Pre- 
tend to give any Account of my Anſwers 
to Two of your Four Objections upon 
this Head; I muſt put you in mind, that 


* v. Hilar. Fragm. col. 437. : 
| this 
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this is ſo far from being the Sum of my 
Anſwer, that it is the Sum of one of your 
own Arguments, and that almoſt in the 
very ſame Words, without taking the leaſt 
Notice of any thing ſaid againſt it. 


VII. THE Sum of my Anſwer to your 
Seventh Suſpicion is, you ſay, that Atha- 
naſius s Account of Anthony s Miracles is 
not to be Suſpetfed, ſince it does not di- 


rect iy tell you, they were to ſerve the 
Turn of 4 Party. The Conſequence you 
would Ridicule here, is not, as you very 
Ingeniouſly inſinuate, that Athanaſius 
does not challenge Aſſent to His Doctrine 
upon the Authority of theſe Miracles, there- 
fore His Account of them is True: but 
This, Antony's Miracles were not contrived 


and alledged, either by himſelf or Athanaſius, 


for Teſtimonials to the Athanaſian Cauſe and 
Doctrine; therefore one of Mr. I hiſton s Ar- 
guments, drawn from 1 of their 
being ſo contrived and alledged, is Falſe and 
Groundleſs. This Argument you ſhould 


either have defended, or fairly given up, 


inſtead of Confounding General and Par- 
ticular Concluſions; upon which ſingle 
Artifice or Miſtake, all that Vaſt Deal of 
Wit and Humour, which enlivens theſe 
Judicious Reflections, entirely depends. 
But to proceed in your Summary. 
AND fimce many Admirers of Atha- 


naſius and of Monkery tell us ſeveral Sto- 
| — - = 
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ries, as well atteſied, of the like Miracles 
done by others afterwards. This J per- 
ceive is meant for the Sum of what I have 
ſaid to take off your Objection of Incre- 
dibility againſt Antony's Miracles * ; though 
of three Obſervations made upon that 
Head, this, which you would here Bur- 
leſque, is far the Weakeſt; each of the 
other two being of it ſelf a ſufficient An- 
ſwer, and this only a Collateral Argu- 
ment. However though it be the Weak- 
eſt of the Jhree, it will ſtand the Force 


of Stronger Objections than any you have 


brought againſt it. Your firſt Exception 
1s, that the Writers, from whom we have 
theſe Accounts of the /ike Miracles done by 
others, were Admirers of Athanaſius. In 
this there is not the leaſt Appearance of 


an Argument, unleſs we ſuppoſe that 


the Author, who dares preſume to 
mention Athanaſius with Honour, ought 
never to be beheved in any Caſe 
whatſoever ; Or that rhe Eccleſiaſtical 
Hiſtorians and other Writers, who tell us 
of theſe Miracles, had Athanaſiuss Life 
of Antony in view, and being His Admi- 
rers, and conſequently very Sollicitous 
about His Reputation, wiſely foreſaw, that 
a Vehement Suſpicion might ſome time or 


other be raiſed againſt His Integrity from 
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the Incredible Nature of the Miracles re- 
corded in that Life, and therefore forged 


many other Miracles equally Improbable, 


purely to keep Athanaſius in Counte- 
nance. Your Second Exception, that theſe 
Writers were Admirers of Monkery, is an 
Invidious Reflection, but no Argument. 
And that theſe Miracles were not contri- 

ved for the Credit of Monkery, any more 

than for the Defenſe of Athanaſius, is 
plain from the Miracles aſcribed to many 
who were no Monks, and particularly to 
Spyridion. VourLaſt Exception is, that zheſe 
Miracles are ſaid to have been done after- 


wards, which 1s utterly falſe; two of the 


Three Perſons mentioned,and many of thoſe 
refer d to, being Antony's Contemporaries. 
And if all of them had been done after- 
wards, this would be ſo far from making 
them Unſerviceable, that it would make 
them more Serviceable, to Athanaſius in 
this point; by furniſhing an Anſwer to 
another Objection of yours, that Miracles 
were then very far ceaſed. . 

ESPECIALLY ſince the Apparent In- 
conſiſtencies therein may by ſome Artful 
Turns be Tolerably Reconciled. To this 1 
ſhall only anſwer, that if they be Tolera- 


bly Reconciled, they are no longer Appa- 


rent Inconſiſtencies, unleſs by Apparent you 
mean the' Appearance only; and if theſe 
Artful Turns be Forced and Strained, and 


not 
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not Plain and Eaſy, you ſhould have laid 
open the Artifice, and ſhewn wherein the) 

| Reconciliation is Deficient. =_ 
VIII. THE Sum of my Anſwer to your Þ 
next Suſpicion is, that Athanaſius, who | 
was Orthodox is more to be believed, than Þ 
Euſebius, who was a ſort of Arian. Youſp 

affirmed there, that Euſebins's Integrity 

was 100 well known to have that of Atha- 
naſius come in the leaſt Competition with it, | 
In anſwer to this 1 Obſerved, That the! 
moſt Learned of the Preſent and Paſt Ages Þ | 
were almoſt equally divided in their Opi. Þ | 
nions, whether Euſebius was Orthodox, or Þ , 
an Arian; That thoſe, who think him Or- 
thodox, could not beſo well aſſured of aſÞ ; 
Man's Integrity, who, at the fame time as , 
he was Orthodox in his Heart, ated inf 
i Conjunction with zhe Arians in their Per-] | 
ſecutions and Violent Practices againſt he e 
Orthodox; That the Others were as little | t 
Able to account for his Letter to his Dio-F_ 2 
ceſe, and his ſubſcribing the Nicene Creed; | /, 
And I might have added, that you your] ;, 

ſelf, as well aſſured of his Integrity as you 
think fit to be there in the Preface to your ., 
Primitive Chriſtianity, begin to doubt, be-“ „, 
fore you come to the End of the fourth | . 
Volume, that one of his Reaſons for dub- ce 
ſcribing was Fear of Deprivation *. This ; 
I aid, not with any Deſign to raiſe aSuſ-| | 
* Append. p.16 Ri * 
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picion concerning Euſebius, but only to ſhew, 
that his Integrity was not ſo well known, 
as to be Dangerous to that of Athanaſius in 
che Compariſon. To this I added as fol- 
lows, According to Mr. Whiſton, Euſebins 
was an Arian; and if he was, mujt one 
Party- man be thought a Knave, becauſe 
another Contradicts him? Is not the one 
as Likely to think too well of his Friends, 
as the other too ill of his Enemies? &c. 
| By this time, Sir, I hope even you your 
ſelf are Convinced, that there is a Double 
- | Falſchood in this Repreſentation ; firſt in 
making me give Athanaſius the Preference 
becauſe He was Orthodox, and Secondly 
ak inmaking me ſay Euſebius was a ſort of A- 
SE 7/40; when it was ſo very plain, that what I 
nF faid upon ſuppoſal he was az Arian, was on- 
ly an Argument ad Hominem,nay when had 
ex expreſsly declared that it was no more, in 
e] the Following Words: This J bring only 
- | asan Argument ad Hominem ; Whether Eu- 
5 ſebius was an Arian or not, is what I do 
uf not pretend to determine. But to proceed, 
ut AND if Marcellus was an Haniel, 
r we are to own that Athanaſius at laſt diſ- 
e- carded him as ſuch. Me are ſo, and that be- 
cauſe, as I then Obſerved, it is Impoſſible 
6. to prove him an Heretick, without prov- 
SF ing the other at the ſame time; two of 
the Principal Witneſſes againſt Marcellus 
directly affirming it. And it is plain from 
1 „ almoſt 
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almoſt every Page of Athanaſius's Works, 
that He was no more inclinable to the He. 
reſy of which Marcellus was accuſed, than 
to Arianiſm. | 

IX. YOUR Epitome of my Anſwer to 
your Ninth Suſpicion is this, Me muſt be. 
lie ve Arius died by a Divine Stroke, not. 


withſtanding the Uncertainty of the Ac. | 


counts; the Chronological Inconſiſtences; 
the Arians Denial of it; the no mentionof 
it in twenty Tears; the Unacquainteaneſs of 
the Biſhops of « /Egypt with it, and while the 
firſt Accounts of it were not to be Tranſcribed, 
HERE, Sir, I muſt Obſerve in the 
firſt place, that you have Covertly al- 
tered the State of the Queſtion: The 
Diſpute betwixt us before was not whe- 
ther Arius died by a Divine Stroke, 
but whether Athanaſius's Account of his 
Miſerable Death might be depended up- 
on; The Controverted Point was the 
Truth of the Fact, and not of the Con- 
ſequence Athanaſius draws from the Re- 
markable Circumſtances of it. Whether 
thoſe Circumſtances, when put together, 
are a ſufficient Ground for Intereſting Pro- 
vidence in that Affair, is a Queſtion in 


which the Credit of Athanaſiuss Fudge- | 


ment may perhaps be concerned, but it is 
the other only which can poſlibly affect 
His Integrity. 


f 
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THE Uncertainty of the Accounts I have 
denied, and fully diſproved : Neither can 
it well be ſuppoſed Poſlible, that any Piece 
of Hiſtory ſhould be more Certain at this 
* Diſtance of Time, or come down to us 
better atteſted; being not only aſſerted by 
the Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtorians, Rufinus, So- 
crates, Sogomen, and Theodorit (of whom 
Socrates, as he himſelf tells us *, was a Na- 
tive of Conſtantinople, where the Scene of 
this Fact is laid) but alſo frequently ap- 
pealed to by many other Writers in their 
Diſputations againſt che Arians, and par- 
: | ticularly by Nazianzen, who was Arch- 
| biſhop of Conſtantinople, in ſeveral Orati- 
ons, one of which atleaſt was ſpoken in that 
City. I am not the Firſt, ſays he, who has 
preached to you the Orthodox Doctrine, 
I have followed the Steps of Others, and 
indeed your own, if you be the Diſciples 
of your Glorious Biſhop Alexander, that 
Great Defender of the Doctrine of the 
- | © Trinity, who confuted the Arian Hereſy 
r | by his Actions as well as by his Argu- 
„ments; For you remember that Apoſto- 
- | lical Prayer of his, by virtue of which 
1 | the Author of that Herefy periſhed in a 
- | place as filthy as his own foul tongue F. 
SF THE Chronological Inconſiſtencies you 
t | Objected are two; one of which I clearly 
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diſproved, and the other I ſhewed to be of 
no Conſequence, but rather a Proof that Ru- 
finus did not tranſcribe Athanaſius, and 
thereby a farther Confirmation of the 
Truth of the Fact, than an Argument a- 
= it; Rufinus being an Author ſo very 
aulcy in the Notation of time, that if 
every Fact, which he has placed under a 
falſe Date, was therefore to be ſuſpected, 
Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, ſo far as he has pro- 
ceeded in it, would be very Uncertain in ma- 
ny Particulars of Unqueſtionable Truth. 
THE Arians Denial of it is a New Ar- 
gument, and, I think, of no great force. 
But allowing it to be a good one, I believe 
you will find it a Difficult Matter to prove, 
that the Arzans ever denied the Fact, what- 
ever they might think of the Concluſion, 
which the Orthodox made from it. It 
was not denied, 1 am ſure, by thoſe of his 
Sect, who accounted for the ſtrange Cir- 
cumſtances of it, by charging it upon the 
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Magical Arts of the Orthodox +; and that N 


upon the Place, in order to obliterate the 
reproach, took a very odd way of ac-Þ- 
quainting the World with his Denial of 


THE no mention of it in 20 Tears by any | 
body, nor in 40 by any but Athanaſius | 
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(though within leſs than 50 Tears it is 
mentioned and appealed to, as a thing 
* known and Confeſſed, by ſeveral Writers) 
may be allowed perhaps to have the Ap- 
pearance of an Argument, when you can 
name any Author within that time, Who 
has made no mention of it, when he had 
any Occaſion to do it. 

* THE Unacquaintedneſs of the Biſhops 
| of oy od with it, 1s what I have been 
ſo far from granting, as you ſeem to in- 
ſinuate, that | have fully anſwered the Ar- 
guments you bring to prove it, as alſo 
what you have ſaid about the Caution of 
| taking no Copy, And 1 humbly Conceive, 
that there is a great deal of Difference be- 
twixt a Repetition and a Reply. 
X. XI. XII. XIII. XIV. THE Sum of 
| my Anſwers to your Five Next Suſpicions, 
; | you fay, is This: Ve muſt believe Atha- 
| naſus's Authority to be ſo Sacred and In- 
» | wiolable, that let the Suſpicions look never 
t Jo Strong, let the Aſſertions He quotes be 
| never ſo Extravagant; let them be never 
e Jo Contrary to the known Opinions of the 
_ | Jame Authors, and to other Ancient Teſti- 
' monies concerning them; Let Petavius, 
nay let Origen, Baſil, Ferom, Photius, 
and Others, ſay what they pleaſe to the 
's | Contrary; He u ſtill to be believed before 
and againſt them all: And there can be 
no ſufficient Reaſon given, to doubt of 7 7 
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'96 A Defenſe of the Anſwer to 
Honeſty and Fairneſs, in any Caſe what- 
ſoever. 

THIS 1 have anſwered, as much as it 
needs, and much more than it deſerves, 
by Tranſcribing it. The moſt Negligent 
Reader, upon the moſt Tranſient View of 
thoſe Anſwers, will ſoon ſee whether this 
Repreſentation be Juſt or not: If it be, I 
muſt own my ſelf ro be an Egregious Tri. 
fler; If it be not, you may perhaps be 
in danger of being thought at the ſame 
time a very Trifling Writer, and not alto- 
gether fo great a Lover of Truth as you 
pretend to be. e 
XV. YOUR Summary of my Anſwer 
to your Fifteenth Suſpicion is, That the 
Council of Antioch did agree with the 
Council of Nice; becauſe ] am able to ſup- 
poſe how they may be Reconciled in their 
Direct Contradictions; though I cannot 
pretend to have the Leaſt Original Evi. 
dence for ſuch a Reconciliation, Here, 
though ſcarce any thing in the World could 
be more for your Advantage, both as to 
your Grand Quarrel with Orthodoxy, and 
your Private Pique againſt Athanaſius, than 
to prove that the two Councils were of 
Different Opinions; yet inſtead of anſwer- 
ing, or pretending to anſwer, my Recon- 
ciliation, you content your ſelf with this 
ſingle Exception againſt it, that I cannot 
pretend to have the leaſt Original 2 | 
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dence for it : Whereas on the Contrary I 


have ſtrengthened and confirmed it front 


the Synodical Epiſtle of that Council, the 


moſt Proper Original Evidence in this Caſe, 


and have alſo Pretended at leaſt to more 
Evidence than you have pretended, or e- 
ver can pretend, to diſprove upon any toler- 
able Grounds from Hiſtory and Antiquity. 

XVI. THOUGH Hilary and Phæbadius 
do Almoſt expreſsly Contradict Athanaſtus 
about the Arianiſm of Hoſius; and though 
Fauſtinus and Marcellinus do expreſsly 
Contradiet Him therein; yet is Athana- 
ſaus to be believed before them all, what- 
ever they may ſay about that mailer. 

I THINK I have already ſufficiently 


 ſhewn that neither Hilary, nor Phebadins, 


nor Fauſtinus and Marcellinus do either e- 
preſsly or almoſt expreſsly Contradict Atha- 
naſius: but becauſe you deſire that this matter 
may be a little more Conſidered, 1 ſhall 
very willingly ſuggeſt to you in ſhort what 
I have farther Obſerved upon a Repeated 
Conſideration of the whole Affair at your 

;;-" pa Eh 
 ATHANASIUS's Account of it is, in 
your own Words, hat Hoſts at his Death 
declared, that what he had done in that 
Matter was by Compulſion; and that Ho- 
ſius did then Anathematize the Arians. 
By this Famous weamneuy Athanaſiuss Fi- 
Gr delity 


98 A Defenſe of the Anſwer to 
delity is to be Tryed, and the Witneſſes 
againſt Him are to be theſe Weſtern Writ- 
ers. Now beſides what 1 have already 


ſaid, Hilary owns that Fear of Ba- 
niſhment was Hoſtus's Motive *: and as 


to his and Phyebadinss Writing againſt 


Him without Hopes of his Recovery or Tid- 
mngs of Recantation, Athanaſius does not pre- 


tend that he made this Declaration till juſt be- 


fore His Death; and therefore that Objecti- 
on does not reach the Queſtion, as 1 
have largely proved in my Anſwer to it. 
BUI Fauſtinus and Marcellinus are your 
Two Principal Witneſſes : and yet even 


They expreſsly affirm, that what Ho- 


fins did in that Matter was upon the 


STIs th. 


— * —_— 


— 


*Sepulchri ſui nimium amantem. Hilar. de Synod. col. 360. 
1 ſhall not now diſpute whether the Meaning of theſe 
Words be that Hoſius was too Tender of his Old Carkaſs, 
as I find ſome Learned Men underſtand them ; or rather 
that he was too Deſirous to ſleep in the Sepulchre of his 


Fathers, which was the Senſe that occurred to me upon 


reading them, and for which I think there may be Good 
Reaſons given. I cannot deny indeed but it is agreeable 
enough to St. Hilary's Bold andFigurative Way of Writing, to 
Underſtand the Word Sepulchrum as theſe Learned Men do: 
but however, ſince Fear was certainly the Cauſe of his 


Prevarication, I am not much concerned to enquire whe» - 
ther it was the Fear of Baniſhment, or of Death or any 


other Puniſhment, Neither do I underſtand it of Baniſhment 
to ſerve my own Purpoſe, for it is rather more to my Purpoſe 
that it ſhould be the Fear of Death; ſince the Greater the 
Threatenings were which were thought Neceſſary to be uſed, 
mne Leſs is the Probability of a Voluntary Compliance. 


Prin- 


Ar. Whiſton's Suſpicions, 99. 
Principle of Fear ; and are therefore 
ſo far from Expreſaiy Contradicting A- 
thanaſius, that they exactly agree with 
Him as to the Truth of what He 
makes Hoſius Declare; and at the ſame 
time furniſh us with a very good Argu- 
ment that Hoſius did really Declare this 
upon his Death-bed. For it is highly Im- 
probable, that he, who had been fo 3 
ous a Defender of the Orthodox Faith for /# 
many Tears, ſhould not at his Death Abjure 
that Hereſy, which he had a little before 
been frighted into a Compliance with. If 
Fear of Baniſhment, or any other Paniſh- 
ment, was the Motive of his going over to 
the Arians, when that Motive could no long- 
er work upon him, as it certainly could 
not at the Near Approach of Death, what 
could hinder him from returning to the 
Profeſſion of that Faith, for which he had 
fo long Contended earneſtly, and declaring 
the Truth (for the Eaſe of his own Con- 
ſcience, and in order to prevent the Miſ- 
chief which might be done by Arguments 
drawn from his Example and Authority) 
that Fear af Suffering, not Conviction of 
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I Sed & ipſe Oſius, Potamii querela arceſſitus ad Conſtanti - 
um Regem, miniſque perterritus, & metuens ne ſenex & Dives exi- 
lium proſcriptionemve pateretur, dat manus Impietati, & poſt 
tot annos praevaricatur in Fidem. Lib. Precum p. 14. Ed. Ox. 
Lodem terrore quo Ipſe ceſſerat. Lid. 
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100 A Defenſe of the Anſwer to 
Mind, was the Principle upon which he 
acted in that Prevarication ? oa. 
HERE I ſuppoſe you will readily re- 
ply, and I think it is the only Objection 
which can be made, that Hoſius dy d ſud- 
denly upon one of his Acts of Perſecution, 
and Conſequently had not time to 
make this Recantation. But in this you 
miſrepreſent the Senſe of your Witneſſes. 
They do not affirm, that he yd upon 
that Act, as you pretend; all they ſay 
is this. As Hoſius was juſt going to 
pronounce Sentence, of a ſudden his 
Mouth was Diſtorted, and his Neck 
drawn awry, and tumbling down from 
his Seat to the Ground he there Expired; 
"or, as ſome ſay, was ſtruck Speechleſs: 
However, he was Carried off for Dead *. 
This does not at all claſh with Athanaſius's 
Account ; for he might be Carried off 
for Dead, and Die ſoon after, and yet 
have time enough to declare his Repen- 


| tance. Nay, if this Story be True, it is 


ſo far from deſtroying Athanaſius Ac- 
count, that it is rather a Confirmation of it; 
fince this ſudden Stroke from Heaven muſt 


neceſſarily awaken his Conſcience, and 
make him ſtill more ready to Declare 


" * 
2 


— _ F=I * e 


* Ecce repente Ofius, cum ſententiam conatur exponere, 
os vertit, diſtorquens pariter & cervicem, de ſeſſu in terram 


eliditur, atque illic expirat; aut, ut quidam volunt, obmutuit. | 3 


Inde tamen cflertur ut Mortuus, Lis. Prec. p. 16, 17. h 
os Nis 
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his Sorrow for that Crime, which had pul- 
led down this terrible Judgement upon his 
head. And that Hoſius did not dye upon that 
AF, is farther Confirmed by a Letter of 
Euſebius Biſhap of Vercelli to Gregory 
Biſhop of Eliberis, in anſwer to an Ac- 


count ſent him by that Spaniſh Biſhop of 


the Brave Reſiſtance he had made againſt 
Hoſius F, in which there is not a word 
of Hoſius's Death; an Incident which we 
cannot ſuppoſe that either Gregory in his 
Account, or Euſebius in his anſwer, could 
poſlibly paſs over, if Hoſius had really Dy'd 
upon that Act of Perſecution; for that the 

efſtance mentioned in Euſebius's Epiſtle 
is the ſame with that which the two Preſ- 
byters give us this Large Relation of, will 
not eaſily be denied, I believe, by any 
Man who has Compared and Conſidered 
them. Many other Arguments might 
be offered: but it is altogether needleſs 
to dwell any longer upon this Matter, after 


your own Mitneſſes; upon a little Crols- 


Examination, have rather Confeſſed, than 

Denied, the Truth of the Fatt. 
ALLyourMitneſſes have now been heard, 

and there remains nothing for you to do, but 


do give Sentence, and pronounce your Judge- 


ment upon the whole; which 1 find you have 


7— 


—— 


„ü 


* Litteras ſinceritatis tuae accepi, quibus, ut decet Epiſco- 
pum & Dei Sacerdotem, Tranſgreſſori te Oſſio didięi reſtitiſſe 
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done in the following Words. In Reali- 


Ty, ſo far as I can Fudge of that Emi- 


nent Perſon's Conduct in theſe Matters; 


As he diſlil d the Raſh and Novel Expreſ- 


ſions of Arius, and his peculiar Followers , 


and thereupon heartily join'd againſt them, 
both at and after the Council of Nice; ſo 
did he in ſome time, join heartily againſt 
Athanaſius and His Followers, when he 
perceiv'd they took Occaſion from the Con- 
demmation of the Former, to introduce a 
more Dangerous Hereſy on the other Ex- 
„„ £ | 


HOSIUS, whatever the Rigid Lucife- 


rians might think of him, has not deſerved 
ſo ill of the Orchodox by this ſingle In- 
ſtance of Human Frailty, as to be given 
up to the Arians; and therefore to do 
Juſtice to his Memory, and at the ſame time 
to compleat the Performance of the Promiſe 
I made you at the End of my Reply to 


your Sixth Obſervation, I ſhall prove to you 


very briefly, that this New Character, which 
ho bave drawn for him, is Ground- 
Jeſs and Falſe, and directly Contrary to the 
Teſtimony of every one of your own Mit- 


neſſes. And 1. Toomit his Letter to Con- 
ſtantius, which I ſuppoſe you will except 
.againſt becauſe it is given us by Athanaſius, 


HePreſided andSubſcribed in the Council of 


 Sardica, above twenty Years after the Coun- 


eil of Nice, and till that time therefore was 
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perfectly Orthodox, and an Hearty Friend 
to Athanaſius. #: The old Arians, who, I 
preſume, were better Zudges of his Conduct, 
than you will pretend to be, had a very 
Different Opinion of him. The Arian 
Biſhops, for example, who refuſed to ſit 
in the Council of Sardica, Anathematize 
and Excommunicate him over and over, as 
one who had always from the beginning 
favoured and joyned with Athanaſius and 
His Followers, and acted in Oppoſiti- 
on to them and their Intereſt *. 
3. Your own Witneſſes, and ſeveral other 
Writers, aſſure us, that what Hoſius did at 
S$irmium, in Compliance with the Arians, 
was extorted from him by the Violence 
and Menaces of Conſtantius; which 
ſort of Arguments would have been alto- 
gether Needleſs, if he had before perceived 
that the Athanaſians had Introduced a 
more Dangerous Hereſy than Arianiſm. 
Hoſias therefore did not Join againſt the 
Atbanaſians, till a little before his Death, 
above 30 Years after the Council of Nice; 
, © and then, not Heartily, as you pretend, 
but Unwillingly, as your Mitneſſes con- 
feſs. 4. Your Chief Mitneſſes, and Ho- 
ſiuss Greateſt Enemies, the two Luciferian 
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* His itaque ac talibus junctus ab initio Oſſius, ſceleratis 
ſemper favens, contra Eccleſiam Dei veniebat, & inimicis Dei 
ſemper ferebat auxilium. Decret. Synod, Orient, apud Sardi- 
cam, inter Fragmenta Hilar, col. 447. . 
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Presbyters, notwithſtanding it was their 


Principle to abhor him, and their Intereſt to 
defame him, do not only acknowledgethe 
Violent Methods uſed to pervert him, but 
alſo farther aſſure us, that he continued 
Zealouſly Orthodox till that time; having 
Juſt before Detected Potamius, and Excom- 
municated him as an Impious Heretick, for 
Prevaricating and going over to the A- 


rians T. And what your other two Wit- 


neſſes ſay of Hoſius neceſſarily implies that 
he perſevered in his Onholevy till this 


Unfortunate Accident at Firmium not 


long beforc his Death. Laſtly, This Cha- 
racter, depending entirely upon the Sup- 
poſition that Hoſius was neither forced 


nor frighted into this Compliance with 


the Arians, cannot be True if that be 
Falſe, as I have proved it to be, and may 


yet be Falſe though that ſhould be True; 


{ince even in that Cale it would be a much 


more Probable Account of Hoſius's Conduct 


in theſe matters, to ſay he began to Doat, 


for he was then an hundred Years Old, 


than that he began to perceive the Dan- 


1 


——_— 


I Potamius, Odyfliponae Civitatis Epiſcopus, primum qui- 


dem Fidem Catholicam 'vindicans, poſtea' vero pracmio fundi 
Fiſcalis, quem habere concupiverat , fidem praevaricatus eſt. 
Hunc Ohus de Corduba apud Eccleſias Hiſpaniarum & detexit 
querela arceſſitus ad Conſtantium Regem, miniſque perterri- 
kus, Sc. Fibel. Precum p. 13, 144½%/%ͤdk 


& repulit ut Impium Haereticum. Sed & ipſe Oſius, Potargii Þ- 
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ger of the Other Extreme, which he could 
not percezve for thirty Years before. 
XVII. THE Sum of my Anſwer to your 
Laſt Suſpicion is, you ſay, That becauſe 
you expreſs your ſelf with Modeſty and 
Caution in ſome Caſes, and had not al- 
ledged your Evidence in particular, you 
are to be ſuppoſed to have not much to 
ſay farther ; and ſo you are to be laugh'd 
out of Countenance for all theſe your Suſ- 
picions concerning Athanaſius —— 
THAT Suſpicion deſerved no Anſwer 
at all, much leſs a Serious Anſwer, and 
indeed was laid fo wide as ſcarce to admit 
of any; being nothing but a General 
Charge of Monuments unſupported by 
any other Original Teſtimony (which I 
had anſwered before) of Stories almoſt In- 
| credible, and Chronological Inconſiſtencies. 
Ihe Inſtances you had given of Incredible 
 Otorzes related by Athanaſius I had examin- 
ed in their places, ſo that I had nothing 
more to do there, but to taKe Notice of 
the Word almoſt in Athanaſius's Favour; 
having, as I thought, ſome reaſon to be- 
lieve, that they, who had Obſerved the 
 Boldneſs of your Aſſertions upon all Oc- 
caſions, and your great Prejudice a- 
* gainſt Athanaſius, would be very apt 
to Imagine, that thoſe Hories, which 
ſeem no more than Almoſt Incredible to 
you, might appear Credible enough 5 A 
4, 17 On : | CT- 
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Perſon of leſs Warmth and Partiality. 
Not that I ſhould pay the leſs Deference 
to any Author's Judgement, for Expreſ/mg 
himſelf with Modeſty and Caution, if it be 
his Uſual Way of Writing ; I ſhould rather 
take it to be a very Good Proof of his 
Judgement that he did fo : but this I think 
1 might venture to ſay, that an Author, 
who, is Generally very Confidently in 
the wrong, 18 not ver Likely to be in the 
right, when he diſtruſts himſelf. He who 
can be very Poſitive, without the Leaſt 
Reaſon on his ſide, ſeldom expreſſes him- 
felf with Diffidence, without very Good 
Reaſon for it. ke 

TO rhe Charge of Chronological Incon- 
ſiſtencies I anſwered, what I now repeat, that 
if you had, or have now amongſt your Great 
Deal of New Evidence, any ſuch to produce; 
it would be much more for the Advantage 
of your Cauſe to Communicate them to 
the World, than ſuch Trifling Objections, 
as ſeveral of your Suſpicions and Obſerva- 
tions manifeſtly are. And if you really find 
your ſelf in any Danger of being laugh d out 
of Countenance for them, your only 3 
will be, to give over pretending to blaſt the 
Credit of Great and Good Men by ſuch 
Ridiculous Objections; for you have taken 
ſufficient Care already not to be laugh d ouʒt 
of Countenance for any Modeſty or Caution 
in your Way of Proppſing and Expreſſing Þ 


p % 8 
He 
3 
© 1 
1 - — 5 
- * * We 
12 
4 * « 
% 
* 


Mr. Whiſton's Suſpicions. 107 

1 HAVE now gone through your Re- 

fections, and finiſhed the Unpleaſant Task 
| of Detecting ſo many Diſingenuous Mil- 
| repreſentations: If you think to defend 
them by a Miſrepreſentation full as Diſin- 
genuous as any of them (vig.) that you have 
written here ſoznewhat in my way, and 
allowed your ſelf a little of my Liberty of 
repreſenting things, or of putting Colours 
upon them; 1 ſhall ſay no more to it at pre- 
ſent, than that whenever you ſhall ſhew 
me one Inſtance of the like Diſingenuity 
in my Anſwer, or in any part of Athana- 
ſius's Works, I engage my ſelf entirely to 
give up the Defence of them both. 
SO much for your Ob/ervations, and Re- 
flections; I come now to your Character 
of the At hanaſian Way of Mriting, given, 
as I ſuppoſe, in order to explain the Com- 
pliment you was pleaſed to make me in 
the firſt Sentence of your Letter, that! 
write much after the May of Him whom 1 
defend. As tor Athanaſius's Way of Writ- 
ing, I have already ſaid ſomething in Vin- 
dication of it; and upon this Freſh Occa- 
ſion I ſhall only Obſerve one thing more, 
which is, that the Fathers of the Church 
in all Ages, following the Example of the 
Apoſtles and Apoſtolical Biſhops, have al- 
ways wrote againſt Hereticks in the ſame 

manner: Fired as they were with a Noble 
Zeal for the Purity of the Faith, they con- 
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tended for it more earneſtly,becauſe they were 
more heartily concerned for it, than this La- 
titudinarian Age of Lukewarmneſs and Gal- 
Honiſm ſeems to be, And as for my ſelf, If, 
whilſt I ſought for Inſtruction in the Writ- 
ings of thoſe Holy Men, I have been In- 
ſenſibly * Inſpired with ſome Degree of 
their Warmth and Vehemence againſt He. 
reticks; I hope I may ſafely oppoſe their 


Authority to your 1/{-grounded Reproach 


of Unchriſtian Treatment, in which I 
have the honour to be Joyned with Bi- 


ſhop BULLIT. However, it ſeems 
this Unchriſtian Treatment you have met 


with from me has not been able to pro- 


voke your Chriſtian Temper to any 
thing like a Retaliation; ſo far from it, 
that I have here your Hearty Prayers for 
my Repentance and Pardon. This 1s the 
True Spirit of Primitive Chriſtianity in- 
deed. Who would not think, that Mr. 
WWhiſton had been called Knave and Igno- 
ramus a thouſand times over, whilſt he, 
Good Man, 1s ſo far from Offering or De- 


| ſerving the Leaſt Ill Uſage, that he dares 


not return the Greateſt; but, according to 


—— 


—— _—_—_—_—__—__ 


* Fatebor aliquid tamen, ut cum in Sole ambulem, etiamſi 
aliam ob cauſam ambulem, fieri natura tamen ut colorer ; ſic 


cum iſtos libros ſtudioſius legerim, ſentio Orationem meam il- 


lorum cantu quaſi colorari. Cic. de Oratore, 1. 2. 
+ I am ſtrangely ſurpriz d at His Lordſhip's Conduct in 
writing for it; and that with Eagerneſs and very Unchriſtian 


and Uncharitable Reflections & c. Prim. Chriſtiau. Vol. 4. p. 241, 2: 
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the Command and Example of the Bleſſed 
JESUS, Prays for thoſe that Deſpitefully 

| aſe him? But 1 believe upon a Little Exa- 

{ mination this will appear to be the very 

Reverſe of the Caſe. 
AS to the Hard Words you charge me 

with, if they are ſo General as you pre- 

tend (by which I ſuppoſe he mean Few 


quent) you might eaſily have mentioned 
ſome of them: but ſince you have not 


thought fit to do ſo, I muſt content my ſelf 
with Obſerving to you, that you wrong 
your ſelf very much in calling theſe Hard 
Words mine, whatever they are; ſince moſt 
of the Abuſive Words our Language af- 
fords are certainly yours, as far as Con- 
* ſtant Uſe and Undiſputed Poſſeſſion can 
give you a Right to them. 

* WHILSTyoudonot ſcruple to charge the 
Church of which you call your ſelf a Mem- 
ber, and at the ſame time almoſt all /heChri/t:- 
an Churches (if that be not a Name too Good 
for them in their preſent Degenerate State * 
with Popery, and Antichriſtianiſm or Oppo- 
tion to Chriſt, with impoſing Metaphyſical 
» © FJargon, and Random Philoſophy, for Ar- 


ticles of Faith; with polluting GOD's Fa- 
: |Þ cred Worſhip Grofly and ſhamefully, and 
ic | maintaining ſuch Strange and Pernicious 


| Errours, as diſbonour the Goſpelof CHRIST, 


W 


— — 


* Eſſay on the Conſtitutions. p. 63, 


and 


THI >, 
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and are ſufficient to diſpoſe Men to reject 
the Duties, on account of the Abſurdity of 
the Doctrines, of Chriſtianity ; with hold- 
ing Opinions fataily brought into the 
Church | Pagan Philoſophy and Anti- 
chriſtian Tyranny, and derived from the Ce- 
rinthian, Baſilidian, T heodoſian, Valentini. 
an, and other Antient Hereticks, and thoſe 
too ſo monſtrouſly Ridiculous that 
none of the Wildeſt Hereticks of old ever 
came to ſuch an Height of Abſurdity and 
Contradiction; and with retaining Anti. 
chriſtian Corruptions, introduced and ſup- 
ported by the Devil, and his Inſtruments &: 
Whilſt you with ſingular Modeſty, and in 
the Spirit of Meekneſs, can ſolemnly accuſe 
Athanaſius, Baſil, Hilary, Ferom, Nuff- 
nus, Chryſoſtom, Socrates, Gelaſius Cygi- 
cenus, and a Vaſt Number of the Orthodox 
| beſides, both Antient and Modern, of Anti- 
thriſtianFrauds,and moſt wicked Practices : 
Whilft all this cannot fatisfy you, 
but the Whole Chriſtian World muſt be 
Compendiouſly abuſed at once in the Per- 
ſons of their Repreſentatives aſſembled in 
General Councils; which in great Humility 
of Mind, and with no Leſs Decency of 
Expreſſion, you are pleaſed to call the 


_ 1 


- 


2 Hiſtor.Pref. p. 8. 27. 28. 69. 85. Primit. Chriſtian; Rey 
vol. 1v. p. $0.51. 176. 200. 242. 315. 321. 391. Append. p. 


15. 18. 19. 
+ Eſſay on the Conſtitutions. p. 675, 6. LES 
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Mr. Whiſton's Suſpicions. 11 1 


Grand Engine of the Devil for the De- 
ſtruction of the Purity of the Chriſtian 
Faith and Practice *: Whilſt the Great 
| Dignity of the Epiſcopal Order, which your 
Conſtitutions carry ſo very high, cannot 
reſtrain you from treating a very Emi- 
nent Biſhop of your own Church and 
Nation very Diſreſpectfully, and ſome - 
| times with a very Indecent Air of Neg- 
lect and Contempt; nor yet from re- 
| preſenting him as Guilty of #ran/lating 
| Origen unfairly to ſerve his own Pur- 
We. of Miſerably impoſing on his Readers, 
of Partiality and Prevarication, and Un- 
| chriſtian Reflections 7: Whilſt not- 
| withſtanding the Great Seriouſneſs you 
| profeſs ; notwithſtanding that Holy Awe 
and Reverence, which the Dignity, the Im- 


. 
3 
K 


* — . * — kd 
* 


| IF portance, the Myſteriouſneſs of your Sub- 
ject demanded from you; notwithſtanding, 
the Horrible Apprehenſions of the Dan- 
ger of Miſtaking, which one would think 
> © ſhouldhe very heavy upon a Man's Spirits 


at the time when he was actually endea- 
1 vouring to pull down the Son oF Gop 
from the Throne of His Fatuzr, and 
f make a Creature of Him by whom all 
things were Created; notwithſtanding the 
fear and trembling, which can ſeize you up- 
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> | Prim. Christian. Rev. Vol. xv. Append. p. 20. 
F Prim. Chriſtian. Rev. Vol. Iv. p. 132. 134. 135. 153. 
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1. 138. 189. 237. 242. Append. P. 4 
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112 A Defenſe of the Anſwer to 


on Occaſion, in pure Commiſeration of the 
Dangerous Caſe of Bp. Bull and the Chriſti. 
an Churches; You can yet be ſo little 
Concerned for your ſelf; ſo little Suſpici- 
ous of any Poſlibility, that the Catholick 
Church for ſo many ' Ages ſhould have 


rightly underſtood the firſt Fundamental 


Article of Faith, and the True Object of 
Divine Worſhip, and you ſhould have miſ- 
underſtood it, and ſo little Apprehenſive 
of the Diſmal Conſequences, which you 
have made your ſelf Obnoxious to, if this 
ſhould prove to be the Caſc ; that you can 
indulge your ſelf in ſo Unſeaſonable a Fit 
of Profane Mirth and Jeſting which is not 
Convenient, as to Scoff at the Word TRI. 
NITY, and ridicule that Bleſſed Name, by 
which you your ſelf own that your Crea- 
tor, Redeemer, and Santtifier may not im. 
properly be called J: Whilſt almoſt every 
Page in your Writings Preſent us with A0. 
ſurdities, Contradictions, Ignorance, Super- 


2 


ſtition, Jargon, Impious and Antichriſtian Þ 


Frauds, Inſincerity, Groſs Impoſition, He- 


retick, Knave, Unlearned, Jgnoramus, 


Diabolical Miracles, Infamous Cheats, 
Wicked Forgeries, Prevarication, Unchriſti. 


1 * 


+ Eſſay on the Conſtitut. p. 63. Prim. Chriſtian. Vol. iv. p 
134. 135» 242. = 8 | 5 
J Little did the Biſhop of Antioch think what a Famous 
Solemn, Sacred Word he had pronouncd, when he name! F 


the Word Trinity, Vol. 1v, p. 389. 
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an Refieftions, Villainy, Popery, the De- 
vil, the Engines of the Devil, the Devil 
and his Inſtruments, &c. T: 1 have been 
| content to borrow ſometimes, and retort 
| upon you, ſome of the ſofteſt of your 
Hard Words, ſuch as, Ignorance, Raſhneſsz 
Aſſurance, &c. And this being the Caſe, 
I was, I confeſs, at firſt a little ſurprized, 
to find my ſelf Accuſed of uſing Hard 
Words and Deſpiteful Language by the Au- 
thor of Primitive Chriſtianity Revivd. It 
was ſome ſurprize to me, I ſay, and had 
been much more ſo, had I not been in ſome 
degree prepared for any thing of this Na- 
ture from a Writer, who in the very Place 
where he was Profeſſedly blackening A- 
thanaſius s CharaFer, and that in the Hard- 
eſt and moſt Scurrilous Fords, could make 
it an Article againſt Him, that He treated 
yk His Adverſaries with Unchriſtian Names 
b- of Reproach and Scorn. 
-. IF this be not enough to ſatisſie you, 
an with how ill a Grace this Charge of Har 
le. Words comes from you, and with how lit- 
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wk tle Juſtice it is fixed upon me; 1 ſhall on- | 
ly beg the Favour of you to compare two © 
ſti Parallel Places in your Suſpicions and my by 
_| Anſwer, in order to your Compleat Satis- x" 
v. P z — — | . A R cn] 75 

. + Hiſt. Pref. p. 8. 27. 28. 69. Eſſay on the Conſt. p. 63. 489. 5 
a0, 514. 548.576. 681, Prim. Chriſtian. Vol. Iv. p. o. 51. 127. ”* 
zmed 147.176. 200. 242. 315. 321. 373.391. Append. p. 15. 18. bb 
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114 A Defenſe of the Auſwer to 


faction in this Point. In the Cloſe of 
your Fourteenth SA picion you expreſa 
your ſelf thus, He hence learn either that 
Athanaſius was plainly ford to Prevart- 
cate and Forge, or that He was an Igno- 
ramus ; and in the Beginning of your Next, 
But that all this cannot be © arg'd an 
His Ignorance, but is in part deriv'd 
from His Knavery, is Evident, &c. This 
Argument of yours I borrowed in anſwer 
to part of your Laſt Suſpicion, and pro- 
poſed it in the Following Words. Till 
Mr. M. ſhall be pleaſed to tell us which 


_ "theſe are, I ſhall only anſwer him with 


"one of his own Dilemma's: If this be 
True, it is ſomething to his Purpoſe, and 
"he is an Unwiſe Man for not Proving it, 
*inſtead of urging ſo many Trifling Ob- 
jections; If it be Falſe, he comes under a 
*worſe Denomination, which I leave him 
"to find amongſt the Titles he has be- 
"ſtowed upon Athanaſius. Here, where 
I turned your own Darling Dilemma upon 
you, if 1 had loved Hard Words, might 
1 not fairly have turned your own Words | 
upon you too? And if I had done fo, even 
in that Caſe, it would not, I think, have been 
a very Modeſt Complaint, that you had not 


more Reſpect paid you, than you thought 


was due from a Modern Presbyter ta an 

Antient Patriarch, who while He lived was in 

Station and Dignity the Second Biſhop? 
[En in 


* 


e 


My, Whiſton's Suſplcions 6 115 


in the Chriſtian World, and for His 
Eminent Piety was Canonized after His 
Death by the Unanimous Conſent of 
the Catholick Church. But it ſeems to 
call Athanaſius, an Ambitions, Unlearned 
Knave, an Ignorant Heretic, and a 
Forerunner of Antichriſt, to accuſe Him 
of Prevarication and Notorious Forge ries, 
of Villainy and Murder, is Innocent 
and Primitive: To Animadyert upan the 
Baſeneſs and Scurrility, the Uncharitable- 
neſs and Injuſtice, of ſuch Language and 
ſuch Imputations, is Deſpiteful, Unchriſtianz 
and, in one Word, Athanaſian. 
SO much for General Hard Words: and 
if I have made any Particular Perſonal 
Keflectious upon you, which are Raſh and 
Falſe Inſinuations; I am ready, upon Con- 
viction, to make you Reparation as Pub- 
liek as the Injury. And to ſatisfy you that 
I am fo diſpaſed, I do here freely confeſs, 
though you have ſaid nothing in your Let 
ter to extort this Confeſſion from me, of 
Convince me of my Error, that I was miſ- 
taken when I Iaſinuated that you pe (fe the Is 
Millennium about four Tears hence, thought | 
cannot think I did you any Great Wrong by 
that Inſinuation; for though you do not ex- 
pect the Millennium then, yet it is moſt certain, 
that you exyect᷑ things very nigh as Strange 
and Improbable. ; expect then the 1 
End of the Pope's Tyranny, and the Per- 5 
[ H 2  fecutiom FRF 
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116 A Defenſe of the Anſwer fo 


ſecution of the Church, particularly of the 
Poor Vaudois, who are then to aſcend into 
Heaven in the ſight of their Enemies". 


You expect that at this Grand Period the 
Sanctuary ſhall be cleanſed*, the Athana- 


ſian Creed aboliſhed 3, and the Kingdom 


of the Franks deſtroyed; and that there 


Wb ſhall alſo be a Great Earthquake, inwhich 


7000 Men are to be ſlain, and that ſoon 


after the Angel is to ſound the Great 


Trumpet for the Reſtoration of the eus“. 
You expect then the Period of the An- 
tichriſtian State, and the Commencement 
of Chriſt's Kingdom *; which words, as 
they are often repeated in your Eſſay, ſo 


they might very eaſily be underſtood of 


the Millennium by a Man more deeply 
ſtudied in the Revelation than I pretend 
to be, ſuppoſing him not acquainted with 
the Nice Diſtinction between the End of 


the Reign and of the Life of the Beaſt; 


or between the firſt and ſecond Fall of Ba- 
bylon, which, you ſay, has not been enough 
conſidered or regarded by any”. 

YOU ſee how Ingenuouſly I have dealt 
with you and the World- in this matter : 
If you had thought fit to have done ſo 
too, you would not have accuſed me of 


3 8 


n 


n 


. 3 
1 


(i) Eſſay on the Revelation, p. 270, 1. (2) Ibid. p. 270. 
(3) Primit. Chriſtian, Rev. Vol. 4. Append. p. 19. (4) Eſſay 1 


on the Revelation, p. 235. (5) Ibid. p. 271. (6) Ibid. p. 


» 


$2, 201. &c. (7) . Ib. p. 88. 4 


My. Whiſton's Suſpicions. "SY 


raſply and falſely Inſinuating that you have 
Contradicted your ſelf in ſeveral Points. 
Have I not plainly proved it upon you, 
as' well as charged you with it? Havel 
not refer'd the Reader to the very Pages 
in your Books, where thoſe Contradictions 
ſtand ready to ſtare him in the Face? 
Have I not proved, that you have Contra- 
dicted your ſelf about the Duration of the 
Millennium, and multiplied what you for- 
merly thought a Thouſand Years * into 
Three Hundred and Sixty Five Thouſand* ? 
Have you not altered your Opinion about 
the Genuineneſs of the Arabick Mod. at Ox- 
ford, and have you not confeſſed it too in 
the very Page where you complain of 
me for falſely Inſinuating that you have 
Contradicted your ſelf? Have you not ſaid, 
that the Spurious Copies of Ignatius's E- 
pPeoQiſtles were very Probably made by Atha- 
naſius, or one employed by Him about or 
| after the middle of the fourth Century in 
the very ſame Book in which you ſay, 
it is highly Probable that neither Atha- 
naſius Himſelf nor any others of the Or- 
thodox in the fourth Century ever ſaw 
them*? Have you not declared more 
than once, that you was exceedingly pleaſed 


— 


(1) Eſſay on the Revelat. p. 17. (2) Eſſay on the Reſto- 
ration of the Jews, p. 232. (3) Firſt Eſſay on Ignatius's 
Epiſtles, p. 7. 40. 42. 3 my 


H 3 ro 


118 A Defenſe of the Auſuer to 


to find Novatian agree with you almoſt 


in every thing? And have you not ſince 
dropt him and left him to the Poſſeſſion of 
the Athanaſians, by refuſing to maintain 
your Opinion, and Contenting your felf 
with this Evaſion, That if he be Ortho- 
dox, you have done the Church a piece of 
Service by the Publication:? And here, 
upon your faying, that all theſe Matters 


ſignify nothing to the points in Queſtion, if 


I had any Inclination to recriminate, 
might, I chink, with lefs Injuftice accuſe 
you of fa//ely-In/muatingsthat theſe Matters 


were brought in purely to expoſe you; 


when it is ſo very plain, that they were 
Yropoſed as Arguments ad hominem in the 
Printer Caſe of Dionyſiuss Epiſtle. 

I COME now to the Laſt Inſinuat ion 
you charge me with, which is, hat you 
have Attempted to Injure your Succeſſors 
by cutting down Timber Unfairly upon the 
Lands of your Profeſſorſhip. That Poſte- 
rity will be more concerned in your Quar- 
rel with Mr. Lucas's Timber, than with 
Athanaſins, I have athrmed; that you 
had any Unjuſt Deſign in making that 
Waſt, | neither affirmed, nor In/innated, 
nor Believed. Ever ſince I have been 


(1) Hiſtor, Pref. p. 12. and Pref. to Sermons and Eflays. 2 


(2) Firſt Reply to Dr, Allix, p. 16, 17+ 
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Mr. Whiſton's Saſpirionc. 119 
Capable of making any Obſervations up- 
on the Springs and Motives of Human 
Acts, it has been an Eſtabliſhed Notion 
with me, that amongſt the Many Acts 
of Injuſtice done every day, very few 
are done by Men who believe and know 
them to beſo. In this Principle I have not 
been at all Staggered by the Ill-natured 
Maxims, which ſome, who would be 
thought beſt ro Underſtand Human Na- 
ture, have fixed upon all Mankind, becauſe 
they found them in their own Selfiſh 
Diſpofitions: but I have been yery much 
Confirmed in it from its Agreeableneſs 
and Conformity to the moſt Excellent of 
Chriſtian Graces, that Charity which 6e- 
lieveth all things, hopeth all things, and 
thinketh no Evil. Upon this Principle 1 
generally fancy my ſelf able to account for 
many Suſpicious Actions, without bringing 

the Sincerity of the Actors into Queſtion. 
. F Upon this Principle, I can eaſily charge 
. | the Numerous Miſrepreſentations, &c. 
k | which I meet with in your Writings, up- 
u on the Acknowledged Warmih of your 
it Temper, and the Eagerneſs with whith you 
4, Have entered into your Atian Scheme. Up- 
on this Principle I can ſeparate the Fact 
from the Intention in the preſent Caſe, 
and believe it Unlawful for you to cut 
down Timber without the Knowledg of 
the Truſtees, at the ſame time as I readily 
| H 4. allow 
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120 A Defenſe of the Anſwer &c. 


allow and believe, that you would not 
have done it, if you had thought it Unlaw- 
ful. And as for Inſinuating the Unlawful- 
neſs of the Fact, you know very well that 
it is a very Common Opinion, and there- 
fore, inſtead of Expoſtulating wich me, I 
think you might with more reaſon have 
thanked me for giving you ſo fair an Op- 
portunity of doing your ſelf Juſtice, that 
Arianiſm might have its full Courſe, and 
not ſuffer in its Progreſs for any Falſe 
Imputation upon its Reviver. But, ſay 
you, what d7znifies my Cutting down Tim- 
ber to the Points in Queſtion? Not very 
much truly: Juſt as much as the Paſlage 
in your Suſpicions, which gave me Oc- 
caſion to mention it, I mean the Concern 
you expreſs for the Character of an Arian 
with Poſterity, which you very Ingen.oufly 
pretend to fear that ſome body or other 
ſhould hereafter rob you of by ſome WWitty 
Reconciliation ; which Needleſs Apprehen- 
ſion led me ſo far out of my w y, after 
your Example, as to obſerve to yu, for 
your Eaſe and Quiet in that matter, that 
your Suſpicions did not ſeem ſtrong nough 

to be Longlived, and that Fucurc Ages 
would in all Probability be more con- 
cerned in your Cutting down Mr. Lucas's 
Oaks, than your Knocking down il ha- 
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AN now, Sir, I am come to your 
Laſt Charge againſt Athanaſius, where we 
are to expect 4 Certain Account of His 
Difſhoneſty. And here it ſeems inſtead of 
Conjectural Suſpicions, Conviction now is 


the Word: Inſtead of ſome Reaſons for 


that Bad Opinion you had entertained as 
to the Sincerity of Athanaſius, nothing lels 
is now pretended than Undoubied Proof; 


and that too very Formidably ſer out with. 


all che Mathematical Pomp of Three Pro- 
poſitions, Seventeen Demonſtrations and 
a half, and Six Corollaries. As my Adver- 
ſaries are here encreaſed upon me, by the 
Acceſſion of Two Other Learned and Fu- 
dicious Perſons, I think I might refuſe your 


Challenge honourably enqugh, upon the 


account of ſuch Grezt Odds, and remind 


you that I undertook to Vindicate Atha- 


naſius no farther than as He was attackt 
by your Suſpicions, and Conſequently that 
it | have made good my Anſwers to them, 
I have gained my point: But ſince you 
have repreſented my Zeal for Athanaſius's 
Reputation to be ſo Great, that FI think 
I can anſwer you by Half ſo Good Argu- 
ments, it is not to be doubted but the Pub- 
lick will hear again from me; I chuſe to 


run the hazard of being thought roo 


Officious in the Defenſe of the Truth, 
rather than It ſhould be evil ſpoken of by 
any upon the Occaſion of my Silence. 
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Direttly affirm, that the Council 
did, even in their Solemn Anathema s, cun. 


122 An Anſwer to the Charge of 
THE Propoſitions you undertake 0 
Demonſtrate are theſe Three. 
I. THAT Athanaſius does ſeveral _ 
ice 


demm the Arians for ſaying that our Saviont 
was Created; And That He put abroad 


_ Copies of thoſe Anathema's, with the Inſer- 


tion of that Clauſe, as Condemned by 
them. . 5 

II. THAT yet tis Certain this Council 
did not Inſert the Nord Created into thoſe 
Anathema's ; but rather, by omitting it, did 
direfily avoid its Condemnation. 
III. THAT Therefore Athanaſius was 
Guilty of a Known and Wilful Falſity and 
Interpolation, in this Important Matter; 
and of Voluntarily Propagating a Notorious 
Forgery over the Chriſtian World. 


I. AS to your Firſ? Propoſition, if I 
apprehended any danger to Athanaſius 
from it, many things might be ſaid to In- 
validate it: but as I am under no ſuch 
Apprehenſions, I ſhall only Obſerve to 
you by the way, 

1. THAT the oftener Athanaſius direct- 
ly affirms that the Council of Nice did con- 
demn the word Created, the more Impro- Þ 
bable it is that He foiſted that Clauſe into 
ths Anathemas. It may poſſibly be Cen- Þ' 
. : ſiſtent 


PFiuſt Tranſecribets, and afterwards annexed, 


Forgery againſt Athanaſius. 1 23 


ſiſtent enough with the Opinion you have 
of His Boldneſs, but it is utterly irrecon- 


| cileable with the Juſtice His Parts and 


Senſe have extorted from you, to ſuppoſe 

Him capable of frequently quoting a Clauſe 
He had forged Himſelf, and arguing from 
it, in His Writings againſt the Arians, at 


a time when there were ſo many True 


Copies extant, and ſo many Adverſaries 
ready to make their Advantage of itz when 
the Diſcovery would be fo very Eaſy, and 
fo Fatal to His Reputation and His Cauſe. 
This would have been holding out a Light 
to His Enemies to ſhew them His own Vil- 
lainy, which otherwiſe, amongſt the Mul- 
titude of Copies, might poflibly have 
eſcaped unobſerved, till Time had made 
the Detection more Difhcult. 
2. YOU have not Demonſtrated, I 
think, that Athanaſius put abroad Copies of 
thoſe Anathemas with the Inſertion of that 
Clauſe. As for Enſebins's Letter, Dr. Cave 
is of Opinion that it was not ſubjoined to 


the Book De Decretis by Aihanaſtus: 


And granting that Athanaſius did really 
ſend a Copy of Euſebius's Letter with His 
own Epiftle De Decretis, for the Uſe and 
Satisfaction of His Friend; yet ſince that 
Letter is a diſtinct Work of a Different 
Author, it is not altogether Improbable, 
that it might be omitted as ſuch by the 
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from Socrates, Gelaſius, or ſome other 
Copy, in thoſe two MSS in which only 
we find it, upon the account of the 


Real or Apparent Reference made to it in 


the Book De Decretis. 
BESIDES, if the Clauſe, J xT@y, be not 

Genuin, why might it not creep into that 

Copy of Euſcbius's Letter, and into the 


Epiſtle to Fovian, as well as the word 
xToue into the Synodical Epiſtle of the 


Council of Nice, which Athanaſius has no 


where given us a Copy of, that I remem- 


ber? Why not as well as avdapyos and ddl, 


Into the Copy of the Creed in two MSS of 
Cyrill of Feruſalem, To vec To Cuomo into 


one of the Copies in the Acts of the Coun- 
cil of Chalcedon, and wwyen Yer into one of 
Socrates's Copies? In Theodorit's Copy of 
Athanaſius's Epiſtle to Fovian ſeveral things 
are added, which are not in Athanaſuus's 


own Copy; and why might not this Clauſe 
be added ſo too? If q xn@y be really Spurious, 
as You pretend to have Demonſtrated, ſince 
Athanaſius could not have any End to ſerve 
by Forging it (as He certainly could not) 


What hinders it from being Charged upon 
the Librarians here, as well as in other 
Innumerable Inſtances of the ſame nature? 
Why might it not as well get into the 


few MSS we have of theſe Epiſtles, as a 
Thouſand other Spurious words into 
five times as many MSS. of all Forts 
N | | O 
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Forgery againſt Athanaſius. 125 
of Books, Sacred, Eccleſiaſtical, and Pro- 
fane? W K 

I WOULD alſo gladly be Informed up- 
on what Grounds you are ſo very Poſitive, 
that theſe words are found in all thoſe very 
Few MSS. They are all on the other ſide 
of the Water, and therefore I preſume you 
will not pretend to have found this Clauſe 
in them your ſelf: The Editors ſay nothing 

of the matter; and whether their Silence 
will juſtify your Bold Aſſertion, 1 leave 
you to conſider at your Leiſure, Your 
Acquaintance with MSS, I am very well 
ſatisfied, is but ſmall, and by no means 
ſufficient to bear you out in making ſo 
Free with them, as you do here, and in 
| ſeveral other Places. 1 


II. I PROCEED now to your Second 
Propoſition, which is to be Demonſtrated 
by going over all the ſeveral Numerons Copies 
of the Anathema's, that have been Obſerved 
during the Fourth and Fifth Centuries. 
And here, Sir, before I begin to examine 
theſe ſeveral Numerous Witneſſes, I muſt 
Obſerve to you, as a very great Defect in 
your Scheme, that you have not brought 
2 any Proof at all, though you ought to 
have put it beyond all doubt, that thoſe 
Writers, who have this Clauſe, Tranſcribed 
it from Athanaſiuss Two ſuch there are 
at leaſt, Socrates and Gelaſius Cygicenus : 
rk bot 
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both theſe, you ſay, copied from Athana- 
ſius, and that becauſe they could have the 
Clauſe from no other Copy. But this Plea- 
fant Argument manifeſtly begs the Main 
Queſtion, proceeding and depending en- 
tirely upon the Suppoſition that this 
Clauſe is nor Genuine, and was therefore 
not to be found in any Books or Archives, 
any Record or other Copy of thoſe Ana- 
themas then extant: That is to ſay, you 
will Demonſtrate, that they could have it 
from no other Copy but that of Athanaſius, 
provided it be Granted you, that it was 
Forged by Athanaſius, and to be found no 
where elſe. And this, it ſeems, is to paſſ 
for Mathematical Demonſtration, Full Evi. 

dence, and Legal Conviftion. | 
WITH reſpect to Socrates indeed you 
offer at another Reaſan, or rather a Piece 
of a Reaſon: We have, you ſay, Almoſt 
Another Teſtimony that Sacrates took this 
Clauſe from Athanaſius; ſince Rufinus, from 
whom otherwiſe he muſt moſt Probably have 
taken it, has no fign of it in his Copy. This 
1 have already anſwered at large, p. 9, 10, 11, 
12, 13. whither I refer you; Obſerving 
only, that this Argument, as well as the 
former, proceeds and depends upon the 
Suppoſition of the Main Point in Debate. 
You take it for Granted, that the Clauſe | 
was Spurious, and no where extant in any | 
Authentic Copy; otherwiſe what ow is 
| | chers 
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there of Concluding, that he muſt Praba- 
bly take it from Athanaſius, becauſe Rufi- 


uus has it not? A Mathematician 12 do 
oſtu- 


Great things by the help of a Small 
latum: but certainly this is a very Poor 
Cauſe of yours, which cannot be Main- 
| rained without Begging the Queſtion thus 
| Continually. 5 
ONE thing more ſeems Convenient to 
be done before 1 enter upon the Exami- 
nation of FW Witneſſes, and that is to ſet 
| down a Copy of the Nicene Creed and 
| Anathemas in Greek and Latin, with 
| ſuch Various Readings as you have given 
me occaſion to Obſerve. The Greek 
Copy I ſhall chuſe for this Purpoſe, 
in Deference to your Judgment, ſhall be 
that which Euſebius gives us in his Letter, 
as it is inſerted by Theogorit into his 
+ Hiſtory; for that being, in your Opinion, 
4 True Cop 
conſequently in your Opinion contain a 
True Copy of the Nicene Creed. I ſhall 
alſo at the ſame time give the Collation 
of the two Copies in Epiphanius, the Ex- 
poſit ion of the Creed in Athanaſius, and Sogo- 
men g Exact Account of the Anathemas; 
that every Reader may be able to judge 


: have occaſion to ſay, when I comèe to con- 
ſider them in their Order. | 
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1 of Euſebiuss Letter, muſt 
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16> 02% TUY Te me'vrwoy Y dog run. Epiph. Lo . TOY 
Athan. in ſome MSS. (6) inſ. » ite. Baſe 1. 2. Car. 1. r. 2 
Kgr001 Yov SOC. 2 (7) inf. T agr99474 Epiph. 1. Eph. 1. 
Cyr. A. 2. r. 7 Job Epiph. 3. Car. 1. 2. Chal. 4. (8) om. 
rs Euſ. 4. (9) r. Tor poaroyery Eph. 4. Cyr. A. 3. om. fee 
1 Eph. 1. Cyr. 2. Exp. Soc. 2. r. T e & aur ggs Werden 
a9 marrwy F e, Epiph. 1. (10) inſ. a Cyr. H 


Baſ. 1. Epiph. 1, (12) om. 2% Euſ. 2. 3. 4. Cyr. H. Baſ. 1. 2. 
Mr, 1.2+ Theod. Soc. 1. 2. Eph. 1. 3. 4. Cyr. A. 1. 2. 3. Ch. 

1. 3. 4. Gel. Alex. Ath. Epiph. 1. * Exp. Niceph. (13) inſ. 
« nv» Euſeb. 2. 3. 4. Baſ. 1. 2. Cyr. H. Car. 1. 2. Soc. 1.2. 
Eph. 1. 3. 4. Cyr. A. 1. 2. 3. Ch. 1. 3.4. Gel. Ath. Nic. Theod. 
Epiph. 1.2. 3. Alex. Exp. (14) inf. did Cyr. H. (15) r. 
d & bine dg ci drag Eph. 1. in the Margin. Cyr. A. 2. in 
the. Margin. (16) OM. 7s Gel. | (17) om. 7 Eul. 4. 
Car. 1. 2. Epiph. 3 (18) r. T3 82907 Epiph. i. 1 
for vg read ww 77 Euſ. 4+ Car. 1. (20) om. W Baſ. 2. 
(21) om. w 7s cv ol 82gud @ me as v Alex. r. 1 N + 
Ath. Epiph. 3. Soc. 2. Theod. Exp. 5 q 20096 Þ 
Eby Epiph 2. (22 ) om. 7185 per; . 23) m. 
Al Alex. fo inf. ex F S Baſ. 1. 2. Ch. 4. Epiph. 1: 
(25) om. «gg Cyr, H. Baſ. 1. Alex. Ch. 1. Theod. Lis. | 
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onpraJoura 26, xa 27 crarIpanionyG 28, 


ra 29, x 30 aaa 31 TH TEATH 


algen 32, ariatira eis rs 33 Becuss 345 
Yu 35 xewey Coning » Vexpss 36" xa 37 


* 


(26) inf. 2. TY 0warO- eyis x, wiping © np Ch. 4. 


Epiph. 1. inf. 1 gforuYerm νν,s in N a lag ug 


cep ws Alg Ave ayis Epiph. 2. (27) om. g Euſ. 
2.3. Theod. Cyr. H. Baſ. 1. 2. Ath. Ch. 1, Epiph. 2. Exp. Nic. 
(28) inf. 5rvgeJirme 7s bp rey 276 mevns ,, Ch. 4. 
Epiph. 1. inf. 2 r ,.; ar}wnry AcBorg, Worm, Y cps 
, % ne, & m iv arhpwr@-, xe upapriag, CN N 
c. dvdpòs, s os d hανν, AN gig £0072) op d 
cue, £66 f 4 i 8 1 Dp cy ney ci Te 
S #AWANCt S ebipynoxs, & N Ai qr io ι 6 7 Ao ©» 


cup ü Vi, & regel rogn, Bd Wig ans Thy £zuTsE f 


216 4 Dh % $66 pricw Tue ozyre faur s 4 Yi TAHoTIG Te 
\ ' 0 * Ea / > PR \ 3 , * i. * 
9 N 4 gap da ade Ino'f; 245% © & dhe, 6 urs Nbg, 
6 aòròs xb24©>, L res Pann Epiph. 2. inſ. rer 24191 HrGs 
nag 3% ( 1 acmzpytrs N re 4 Ms, ways 2 
xu ge, © ne dom il pb, , apaprias a An 
99 8 ne, AA. Exp. inf. % Epiph. 1. Soc. 2. Ch. 4. 


(29) inſ. æ e Epiph. 1. Ch. 4. Cyr. A. 1. inf. Pons 


Gel. Euſ. 4. Cyr. H. om. az%n Baſ. 1. inſ. 7s Toy avrer op 
cpu Epiph. 2. inf. cri gavewJors Oi Exp. (30) om. 
© Alex. | (31) 7. Ty reer ie & v ge v O Car. 2. (32) Om. 
Ty rear ve Alex. Epiph. 2. inf. xam TW; ve Ch. 4. 


Epiph. 1. inf. g Ch. 4. Cyr. H. Gel. Car. 1. Ath. Alex. Eph. 3. 


Epiph. 1.2. Exp. (33) om. 186 Soc. 2. Euſ. 2. Cyr. A. 1. 3. 
Eph. 4. Exp. (34) inf. z ov tic © meregs, 8 
A. Car. 1. Cyr, H. Gel. Ch. 4. Epiph. 1. inf. @ c Nie 
Y rns a. x Eph. 3. inf. S azaw Car. 2. Alex. inſ. 


_ # Socr. 2. Nic. Euſ. 2. inf. & a my opal cries xabinuwhs 


cy Nie & weregs Epiph. 2. Exp. (35) inf. Ms Ch. 4. 
Epiph. 1. inf. & air) mf owygh cv , Epiph. 2. Exp. 
(36) inſ. & rig Banatiz; co T T- Ch. 4. Epiph, 1. 2. 
Exp. (37) inf. mvoplp Exp. | 
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6s To 4e 38 Tra 39. 


TOTEN Gg in 40 Toni ht TTY 
43, 44 Tew 45 yo Oo ls 465 1 4% 


— 


8 8 


( 9 inſ. «ors Gel. (39) r. v3 mud To &, 
Ea 2 Ch. 3. 4 Ath. Alex. Eph. 1. ng A. à. 
3. Nic, Epiph. oh Exp. r. 25 17 A Car. 1. 
inf. To xVeyor To Seni Ch. 4. inf. ebe 8 CwoToery 
T\ ix Þ rege vhs, To b —_ x} vid our u- 
tor 3%) ourdagopurrer, To AuNozy Ag Serbe eis ice 45 
ce h D 2 N d rAHiep)⁵ v. a 27 2 eic 4 
Pen auen, e xa are omaOny gd 2 Cans S uv 5 
aide. al. Epiph. 1. inf. 2. A, ei eg, & ange ba 

cy wg SD 15 N umb, in) F i Fog Diver, Aches oy M- 
Abts, 0x87 cy © pow” Lr Jy Ay b , on £7 E J 
% ow, Fred 9 arne, MN E rege en- 
gevd fuer, g on & died Ach Cre por x) eri nov. iger, eie 
bela, ar eh 2 dn ExxArWicy, x8 eis 2, gun, fs 
msolas, A eis d ragντνν vixewr, © x. Aral ar Woxer @ aged. 
THY, 8 70 Pamaeicy Segrdr, 9 , gan, a e100. Epiph. 2.in{. 5d 
67% Ne rere 9 vied, * N g 5 ov aur OR x vis, 70 
anne, To Actor, To TUO , To AvcAnour Ou voue e Con 
eit © & AER wm im Toy logon, rect Davey 
Neis, olxe dy c & 2 2 M15EV0 une els wi ay porn mme wel 
% TH ExxAnTIan, 116 27 ge ne HA ben, 5 «010m; 
& wa grtfy, es dae urge, els alen ci Yuxar , & - 

ö, 5 Gamla, od πανν x) Ch cl,. Exp. 

(40) Om. in Euſ. 2. 3. 4. Alex. Ath. Cyr. H. Baſ. 1. 2. 
Gel. Car. 1. 2. Soc. 2. Ch. 1. 3. 4. Eph. 1. 3. Cyr. A. 1. 2. 
| Nic, Soz. Epiph. 1. 3. (41) om. mar? Car. 1. for more B 
xa9e> Car. 2. Alex. (42) om. in Soc. 2 (43) inſ. 3 
a. T0 Treows To a0 Epiphs 2. inf, 5 wes, 5 — ore o I Th 
49%, π e 1 (44) for g read 5 Euſ. 3. Nic. Cyr. A. 
Re -* (45) f. or er. S V Car. 1. (46) om. rei- 
gerynlivey cox . Car. 2. Alex. Epiph. 2. Exp. and the Old 
Tranſlation of Eph. 1. APs Lup. 12 el, vun G MI 1. 
0a. 57 Tei 7 ne. Euſ. 3+ Nic. Cyr. Ax: (47 ) for *5 
r. 3 Exp. Epiph. 1. 2. 


4 
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em 48 i Cox d tarts, J it en- 
pts 49 C ,ts 1 50 Sola; 51 Ooxorr 


ay 52 die 53 wee 54 Hamawth 55 Kü, 


& Jes 56 CAI! 57 1 A 58 % ν⏑ 59 
„ SmAny 60 kN’ Gr. 
CREDIMUS in unum Deum Parrem 
Omnipotentem, omnium 1 viſibilium & 
inviſibilium factkorem 2. Et in 3 unum 
3 HE TOC TREO UL 7 + WE. FO-71 — 


(as) for zu r. » Euſ. 3. Nic. Cyr. A. 1. (49) 
inſ. ¹.s Eph. 1. Cyr. A. 2. for izigas r. Ans Care 
I, (50) om. Cen » Car. 1. (51) om. 3 
bias Cyr. H. (52) for @xoxornc I. at32vRe Car. 1. om. 
Per xorn Alex. Car. 2. Soz. (53) om. e, Car. 1. 2,907. 
Alex. after h inf. % Eph, 1. Cyr. A. 2. inf. 4 Cyr. H. Car. 
2. Soc. 2+ Baſ. 1. 2. Alex. Gel, Eph. 3+ 4. Cyr. A. 3. Soz. 
Epiph. 3. Ch. 1. inſ. 5 Ane Euſ. 2. 3. 4, Athan. Theod. Socr. 
1. Niceph. Cyr. A. 1. r. Qdoxzovnts tivas , d & Med, 70 
| TE ce 75 a 100, Fes TOY Hl & AA Exp. (54) T. b 

ßevzd 1 PL YL Epiph. 1. (55) r. &AA00 TOY a Tee Toy 
Car. 1. (56) om. my viev & Ned Soz. inſ. 4 ov ates 
Tv#0 pe Epiph. 2. r. Toy Need wi Epiph, 1. inſ. redrug. Theod. 
Euſ. 3. Ath. Cyr. H. Baſ. 1. Car, 1. Soc. 2. Exp. Ch. 1. 3. 4. 
Eph. I. 3. 4. Cyr. A. 2. 3. Epiph. 1. 2. 3. Nic. inſ. 785 m¹,ν 
Baſ. 2. Gel. Car. 2. Alex. Cyr. A. 1. (57) amuneviar & me 
rbb eee & NerpiAS irPlozrr S002. r. xva%uuricowry on 
a4br&S A et. Exp. (58) om. ex Exp. Euſ. 2. 3. 4. 
Gel. Cyr. H. Alex. Baſ. 1. 2. Soc. 2. Car. 1. 2. Eph. 1. 3.4. Cyr. 
A. 1. 2. 3. Ch. 3.4. Epiph. 1. 2. 3. Nic. inſ. F Jod Eph. 3. 
(59) inf, wimp d Exp. (50) om. dangoainn Euſ. 2. r. 
NAA © r ονανν Euſ. 4. Eph. 4. Cyr. A. 3. Ch. 1. 3. 
(51) add F Ned Soc. 2. add » eng dhανν me %,, Y mt- 


Ai aroeGpancome rde Wn GανAννονννν h ardgroi rixpey, © ma 


oz mobs leioers Tels wn e rum; & apbic minus dg. Epiph. 26 
add x araHtozriCopoty mevrr; Y pou ofbonoyEvicte auI 
on4PK2Gy e UL £040) rerte 286 pon des Oh Teaumng A vin 
* & pie © warns ue UAA He · Exp. 

1 om. onnium Luc. . 

2 Conditorem Car. 3. inf. coeli & terrae Eply 2. 

2- om. 12 Naz. | 
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Dominum noſtrum 4 Jeſum Chriſtum Fili-- 
um Det 5, natum ex 6 Patre 7 Unigeni- 
tum 8 hoc 9 eſt de ſubſtantia Patris, 
Deum ex 10 Deo, lumen ex 11 lumine 12, 
Deum verum de 13 Deo vero, natum non 
factum, unius ſubſtantiae cum Patre, quod 
Graece 14 dicunt opsny 15, per quem 
omnia facta ſunt 16 quae in coelo 17 


& 18 1n terra 19, qui propter 20 noſtram 
ſalutem deſcendit de coelis 21 & incar- 


natus eſt 22, & 23 homo factus eſt 24, & 25 


4 om. noſtrum Hil. 2. Eph. 2. Luc. Car. 3. Ch. 2. 
5 inf. unigenitum Hil, 2. Eph. 2. | 
6 r. de Hil. 2. Naz. Ruf. Luc. Car. z. 
7 r. de Patre natum Ruf. 10 8 
8 om. unigenitum Eph. 2. Hil. 2. Luc. r. Uaicum Naz .inl. 
ante omnia ſaecula Eph. 2. 8 
9 hoc Naz. Luc. Car. 3. Ch. 2. 
10 r. de Hil. 2. Naz. Luc. Car. 3. Ch. 2. 
21 r. de Hil, 2. Naz. Luc. Car, 3. Ch. 2. 
12 om. Deum ex Deo, Lumen ex Lumine Eph. 2. 
12 ex Ruf. 
14 Graeci Hil. 2. Naz. Luc, Car. 3. IN, 
15 r. owozrir Patri hoc eſt ejuſdem cum Patre ſubſtantiae 
Ruf. r. conſubſtantialem Patri Ch. 2. Eph. 2. | 
16 inf. ſive Hil, 2. Naz. Luc. Car. z. inſ. et Ch. 2. 
17 coelis Ruf. Car. 3, | 
18 for & r. ſive quae Hil. 2. Naz, Luc. Car. 3. inf. quae 
Ruf. Ch. 2. X 
19 inſ. ſunt. Luc. r. terris Car. 3. om. quae in coelo oy 
in terra Eph. 2. | 
20 inf, nos & propter Ruf. inſ. nos homines & propter Hil, 2. 
Naz. Eph. 2. Luc. Car. 3. Ch. 2 | 
21 om. de coelis Hil. 2. Naz, Ruf. Luc. Ch. 2.Eph, 2. Car. 3. 
22 inf. de Spiritu Sancto Car. 3. inf. de Spiritu Santo op 
Maria Virgine Eph. 2. | 
23 om. & Hil. 2. Ruf. Luc. 
24 om. eſt. Ruf. Car. 3. for homo factus eft r. inhumana- 
tus eſt. Ch. 2. r. humanatus eſt Eph. 2. 
25 om. & Hil, 2, Naz. Ruf. Luc. Car. Zo Ch, 2. 


paſſus 
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paſſus eſt, & 26 reſurrexit tertia die, & 
27 aſcendit in 28 coelos 29, venturus 30 
judicare vivos & mortuos 31. Et in 32 
Spiritum Sanctum. > 

EOS autem qui dicunt erat 33 quan- 
do non erat, & antequam 34 naſceretur 
non erat, & quod 35 de 36 non 37 ex- 
tantibus 38 factus eſt 39 vel 40 ex 41 
alia 42 ſubſtantia 43 aut 44 eſſentia 45 
dicentes 46 eſſe 47 convertibilem & mutabi- 


- — — 


26 om. (+ Naz. Luc. 

27 om. & Hil. 2, Eph. 2. Naz. Luc. Car. 3. Ch. 2. 

28 r. ad Naz, | 

29 coelum Luc, inſ. inde Naz. Ruf. Car. 3. 

30 inf, inde Ch. 2. 5 

31 inf. Credimus Luc. 

32 om. in Naz. | 

33 r. dicentes autem erat Eph. 2. inſ. aliquando Ruf. Ch. 2. 

34 priuſquam Hil. 2. Eph. 2. Naz. Luc. Car. z. 

35 quia Hil. 2. Car. 3. Ch. 2. Eph, 2 Luc. Ruf. 

36 ex. Ruf. Hil. 2. Luc. Car. 3. Ch. a. 

37 nullis Hil. 2. Ruf. Luc. Car. 3. | 

38 ſubſtantibus Ruf. exiſtentibus Car, 3, Ch. 2. | 

39 inf. quod Graeci hexuconton dicunt Hil, 2. I 9 qui ex ni- 
bilo factum Ambr. 

40 aut Ruf. Amb. 

41 om. ex Hil. 2. 

42 altera Ch. 2. | 
43 ſubſiſtentia Ruf. Ch. 2. Eph. 2. 

44 ſive Hil. 2. vel Ruf. Car. 3. Ch. 2. | 

457 ouſia Amb. ſubſtantia Ruf, Eph. Zo Natura Car. 
3. om. aut eſſentia Luc. | 

46 dicunt Ambr. Ruf. 
47 om, eſſe Hil. 2. Luc. Car, 3. om. & quod de non ex- 
tantibus fattus eſt vel ex alia ſubſtantia aut eſſentia di- 
centes efſe Naz, inſ. aut Amb, Che 2. Eph, 2. 
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lem 48 Deum 49, hos 50 anathematizat Ca- 


tholica 51 Eccleſia. (Hilar. de Syn. col. 358.) 


Ae 2 
* 


— 
on FF 


48 r. mutabilem & convertibilem Hil. 2. Amb. Luc, Car. 3. 

r. weerrToy aut conuvertibilen vel mutabilem Ruf. r. mu- 

tabilem vel convertibilem Naz. r. mutabilem aut canverti- 

bilem Ch. 2. r. aut convertibilem vel mutabilem Ephe 2, inſ. 

eſſe Naz. | | q 
49 r. Filium Dei Hil. 2. Naz. Ruf. Luc. Eph. 2. Car. 3. 

Ch.2. r. Dei Filium Amb. i 
50 om. hos Amb. Ruf. | 


51 inf, & Apoftolics. Hil. 2. Amb. Naz. Ruf. Luc. av. 


3. Ch. 2. Eph. 2. 
| The Abbreviations are as follows, | | 
Alex. The Copy from Alexandria and Conſtantinople, ap. Be- 
vereg. Pand. Tom. 1. p. 674. Am. St, Ambroſe's Copy of the 
Anathemas, L. 1. 4e Fide c. 18. col. 467. Ed. Ben. p14 Atha- 
naſius's Copy in His Epiſtle to ſovian. Baſ. 1. Baſil, Tom. 3. 
Epiſt. 60. p. 90. Be/. 2. Ib. Ep. 78. p. 138. Car. 1. 2. 3. The 
Copies in the Acts of the Council of Carthage, Ap. Labb. T. 2. 
p- logo. 1146. 1593 · CH. 1. 2, 3.4. The Copies in the Acts 
of the Councilot Chalcedon, ap. Labb. T. 4. p. 133. 285. 339. 
563. Cr. A. I. 2. 3. Copies in the Works of Cyril of Alexan- 
dria, T. 5. p. 389. 90. T. 6. p. 69. 177. Cyr. H. The Copy in 


the two MSS, of Cyrill of Jeruſalem. Ep. 1. 3. 4, Copies in 


the Acts of the Council of Epheſus, ap. Labb. T. 3. p. 398. 
672.1183. E Hh. 2. Another Copy in the ſame Acts, ap. Baluz. 
p. 458. cut off in the beginning with an gc. in Labb. p. 459. 
Epiph 1. 2. 3. Epiphan. Ancor, p. 122, 3. 123, 4. Panar. H. 7 2. 
p. 843.4. Exf. 2. The Copy in Euſebius's Epiſtle as it is given us 
by Athanaſius. Euſ. 3. The ſame in Socrates. Eſ. 4. The ſame 


in Gelaſius Cyzicenus. Exp. The Expoſition of the Creed among 


the Works of Athanaſius. Tom, 1. par. 2. p. 1278, 9. Gel, The 
Copy in Gelaſius. Hil. 2. Hilar, Fragment. col. 415, 16. Luc. 
The Copy in Lucifer Calaritanus, De non parcendo in Deum De- 
linquentibus. Nax. The Copy in Gregory Nazianzen's Works 
p. 727. Nic. A Copy in Nicephorus's Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory 
I. vIII. c. 17. p. 568. Ruf. Rufinus's Copy, H. E. L. 1. c. 6. 


p. 198. Ed. Pariſ. Soc. 1. 2, Socrates, 1.1. c. 8. p. 19. l. iv. 


c. 12. p. 181. Sor. Sozomen's Exact Account. I. 1, c. 21. p.345. 
Theod. The Copy in Athanaſius's Epiſtle to Jovian ap. Theodo- 
git, E. Ho I. Iv. c. 3. p. 154. | | 
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IHE Uſe of this Collection will ſoon 
appear: In the mean time I ſhall only de- 
ſire you to conſider the Largeneſs of it. 
I much queſtion whether the moſt Dili- 
gent Searchers after Various Readings 
can find fo many, within the fame number of 
words, in all Antiquity. I do not ſay 
this with any Deſign ro magnify my 
own Diligence in Collating theſe Co- 
pies, which might have been done as well 
by any Man who can read; much leſs 
with an Intention to caſt a Reflection up- 
on the Venerable Fathers of the Church, 
and other Eccleſiaſtical Writers, from the 


Marks of Negligence ſo Viſible in the Co- 


pies they have given us of this Creed, 
moſt of which may much more reaſon- 
ably be charged upon their Tranſcribers, 
All I would Obſerve from it is, that 


a Word ſo well atteſted as xm» is, even 


upon your own State of the Caſe, cannot 
be rejected as Spurious, with any Aſſurance 


upon the Teſtimony of Witneſſes, who 
are fo little agreed amongſt themſelves 


which Words are Genuin and which Spu- 
rious. But I proceed to your Proofs. 

I, YOUR Firſt Wirneſ, is Euſebius, in 
the True Copy of whoſe Letter to his Dio- 
ceſe theſe Words, You ſay, are entirely 
wanting. Of this Letter we have Four 
Copies; and thoſe are in Athanaſins, So. 
crates; Theodorit, and Gelaſins Cyzirents. 
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The Two firſt and the Laſt have this Clauſe, 


the Third has it not. But this Great Diſ- 
Parity in the Number is not the wy Ad- 


vantage you muſt allow us; for Arhanaſe- 
us, who was Euſebiuss Contemporary, 
and Gelaſius, who was his Succeſſor in the 
See of Caeſarea, muſt neceſſarily be much 
more likely to meet with a True Copy of his 
Letter than Theodorit. The nearer a Copy is 
taken from the Original, the Greater is 
the Probability of its Exactneſs. And as 
it could not paſs through very many hands, 
before it came to Athanaſius; fo Gelaſius, 
who had the Archives of that Church at 


his Command, could not well miſs of the 
Original it ſelf, or at leaſt an Authentick 
Franſcript from it. And as it is highly 


Probable in the Nature of the Thing, that 
Athanaſius and Gelaſius ſhould give us a 
better Copy of Euſebiuss Letter than 
Theodorit; fo we find that the Fact cor- 
reſponds exactly with the Probability, in 
the Difference betwixt their Copies of the 
Nicene Creed in the body of that Letter. 


For in the firſt place, Theodorit inſerts 


the word g Ne. 12, which I find in no o- 
ther Copy. And this little Monoſyllable, 
as Harmleſs and Inconſiderable as it may 
perhaps appear to be at firſt ſight, does 
not only manifeſtly interrupt the Courſe F 
of the Period, but is alſo very Prejudicial F 
to the Senſe, 2. He omits the word 

5 4 


.. 0 OA =o gd 


du, Ne. 13, which is unanimouſly re- 


tained in all the other Copies I have ſeen, 


and without it the whole Clauſe is 


Impertinent, Improper, and Abſurd, 3. 
In the Anathematiſms Ne. 53, he omits the 


Particle ), which is not only atteſted to by 
the Majority of Copies, and therefore, ac- 
cording to your Way of Arguing, moſt 
certainly Genuin; but is alſo viſibly re- 
quiſite to fill up the Sentence. Laſtly he 
inſerts the word ama Ne. 58, which is re- 
jected by almoſt all the other Copies. 
Notwithitanding all this, you undertake to 


prove, that Theodorit's only is the True 


Copy, and that by no leſs Arguments, than 
Euſebius's own Teſtimony, and the Impoſ- 


| ſibility of the Contrary, 


EUSEBIUS himſelf, you ſay, in the 


| body of that very Letter, goes over the ſe- 
veral Diſputable Points which he had ſigu- 


ed, and gives the Senſe in which, and the 
Reaſons for which he ſigned every one of 


them reſpectively; but not a Syllable of this 


Condemnation of the Term Created. Toa 
man who was not acquainted with 
your way of Writing, this Confidence 
in a Falſe Aſſertion, ſo Eaſily diſproved, 
would be amazing to the Laſt Degree. 
Was it not 4 Diſputable Point, whether 
our Saviour was 9: «Anus? Is not that 
an Article of the Creed which Euſebius 
Signed? And has he given us any ge: in 

: Hat 
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138 An Anſwer to the Charge of 
that Letter the Reaſons for which he Signs 
ed it? Was it not a Diſputable Point, 


whether our Saviour might be called 7een- 


Tos Or «aMowros? Are not theſe Words 
condemned in the Anathemas? And has 
Euſebius given us any Reaſon why he Sign- 
ed the Condemnation of either of chem 
Reſpettively, or ſo much as mentioned 
either of them? No: but they are both 
comprehended in the Tois n 7\:39p8pais, 
and ſo is xnqgy too, for any thing which 
appears, or can poſſibly appear, to the 
contrary. Euſebius therefore does not give 
the Senſe in which, and the Reaſons for 


which he Signed every one of the ſeveral 


Diſputable Points Reſpectively; and con- 
ſequently it is very Unlucky for you, that 
in your Great Haſt and Eagerneſs to Con- 
vic Athanaſins of Forgery, you ſhould be 
ſo ſoon Convicted your ſelf of falſifying 
the Teſtimony of your own Witneſs, in the 
very beginning of the Tryal. 


SO much for Euſebius's own Teſtimony : 
your other Argument is drawn from his 
Integrity, and thus expreſſed, Nor could 
he poſſibly have Signed the Condemnation 
of that, on his own Principles; which 
were to keep cloſe to the Words of Scrip- 
ture, under every Article, while all 
Chriſtians, 1 think, did then own, that 
the Scripture did expreſsly ſay our Saviour 
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was Created. But if he was obliged to 
gu this Creed much againſt his will, as 
you venture to aſſure us*; If Fear 0 

Deprivation, as you Charitably Doubt r, 
was one of his Reaſons for Subſcribing the 
Whole; why ſhould i Principles hinder 
him from Subſcribing ſo ſmall a Part? Or 
how can you conclude, that 7he Diſputed 
Clauſe was not in the Anathemas, becaule 
Euſebius could not ſign it on his own 
Principles; whilſt you ſuſpect, that one of 


| the Principles, on which he acted in that Af- 


fair, was the Principle of Fear? Beſides, 


Was not Euſebius an Arian, in your O- 
| pinion; and did he not, by your Confeſ- 
| ſion, /n the Creed? And could any A- 
| rian poſſibly do that on his own Princi- 


ples? And muſt we conclude then 


| that the Clauſe is Spurious, becauſe Eu- 


ſebius could not ſn it on his own Prin- 


| ciples, and believe that at the very ſame 

time he Signed ſeveral other things, which 
he could not poſſibly Sign on his own 
Principles? Ce 


BUT I am under no neceſlity of in- 


| ſiting upon the Weakneſs of this Con- 
ſequence. Euſebius, you ſay, could not 
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* Prim. Chriſtian. Vol. 1v. p. 191. 
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140 An Anſwer to the Charge of 


ſgn the Condemnation of the Term Created, 
on his own Principles; becauſe all Chriſti. 
ans, you think, did Then own, that the 
Scripture did expreſsly ſay our Saviour 
was Created. Whatever other Chriſtians 
might own, I believe you wall find it a 
very hard matter to prove that Euſebius 
owned any ſuch thing: and certainly a 
man of his known Abilities and Integrity 
would not make other Mens Opinions the 
Principles of his Actions. I may take 
it for granted, I ſuppoſe, that you mean 
the Famous Text, Kveys , ue, Proverb. 
VIII. 22. This, I confeſs, was almoſt 
Univerſally underſtood to belong to 
our Saviour, in what Senſe I am not at 
preſent concerned to Enquire ; ſince Eu. 
ſebius himſelf tells us *, that #xmor is not 
the True Tranſlation of the word 
in the Original, and that 2d the Other 
Interpreters unanimouſly render it by 
exrionTo f, which Tranſlation he there il. 


luſtrates and approves of. And] can fee Þ 
no reaſon why he ſhould refuſe to Sign 
the Condemnation of the Term Created, 
upon the Account of its being applied to 
our Saviour in a Falſe Tranſlation of an 


Allegorical Part of Jcriprare. 


a 
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* De Eccleſ. Theolog. l. 111. c. 2. p. 152, 3. 
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BUT ſuppoſe we ſhould make ano- 
ther Conceſſion, and allow, that Eu- 


ſebius did own, that the Scripture did 


expreſsly ſay our Saviour was Created; 
then certainly your Argument will hold 
good, or elle it is the pooreſt Sophiſm 
that ever was propoſed with ſo Great 


Aſmurance : let us ſee then whether it will 


proceed any better after this Second Con- 


ceſſion. Euſebius owned, that the Scripture 


did expreſsly ſay our Saviour was Created; tis 
Evident therefore that he did not {jon the 


Condemnation of the Term Created. I his, I 


perſuade my ſelf, you think to be nothing 
leſs than Demonſtration, and that all Man- 
kind muſt neceſſarily ſubmit to the force 
of it, excepting ſome through. pacd Atha- 


naſians, Who, by a Long Habit of un- 
derſtanding implicitly with other Mens 
| Underſtandings, have quite loſt the Uſe 


of their own; and, by accuſtoming 


themſelves to ſee with other Mens Eyes, 
are become ſo Miſerably Blind, that they 
cannot perceive the Truth of your Di/- 
coveries. However I find I muſt run the 
Hazard of this Imputation; for I profeſs, 
* whereſoever the fault lies, this Argument 
* has no Weight at all with me. 


—— —— 


— 


Bp. Bull Pretends with Great Aſſurance &c. Pr. m. Chriſtian, 
Vol. 1y. p. 153. | | 
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142 An An / wer to the Charge of 
IF you mean that Euſebius owned and 
believed, that, in the Doctrine and Lan. 
guage of the Inſpired Writers, our Blef. 
ſed Saviour was really and properly a 
Created Being ; then your Argument ſtands 
thus ſubdivided into two. x 


EUSEBIUS believed our Saviour to be 
a Created Being; therefore he could not 


Sign the Condenmation of the Word Crea- 


ted on his own Principles. 


EUSEBIUS could not Sign the Con- 
demnation of the Word Created on his 


own Principles; therefore he did not gn 


zt. 
NOW though the Firſt of thieſe 
two Arguments ſhould be good' and 
Concluſive, if the Second be not ſo 
too, the Preſent Diſpute will not be af- 
fected by either of them. And indeed I 
muſt own, that the Conſequence of the 


firſt Argument proceeds rightly and truly: b 


but then I do alſo affirm, that the Aſſumpti- 


on, from which that Conſequence is 


drawn, utterly deſtroys the Conſequence 


of the Second. Forifit 3 , 


«5s Opinion and Principle, that our Savi- 
our was properly ſpeaking a Created Be- 
ing, it neceſſarily follows, that he could 


not Subſcribe the Nicene Creed on his 
own Principles, nor with a ſafe Con- 
ſcience ; | 
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ſcience; ſince the whole Tenour of the 
Creed, and particularly the following in- 
diſputably Genuine Articles of it, # Ts 
golag Tod mg, Jew d Nb ix Yeod 
40nd, yerule & Toole, and owosor To 
are, are utterly Inconſiſtent with that 
Arian Notion, and directly oppoſite to 
it. And ſince, if the Minor Propoſi- 
tion of the firſt Argument be True, 
Euſebius Signed a Creed, which he could 
not. poſſibly Sign on his own Principles; that 
Propoſition manifeſtlyInvalidates and over- 
turns. the Conſequence of the Second Ar- 
gument, which is, that he did not Sign 
the Diſputed Clauſe, becauſe he could not 
| do it on his, own. Principles. The one 
ſuppoſes him to have been a Man of Great 
| Integrity: the other Proves he was not. 
The one ſuppoſes him to have acted al- 
| ways. conſcientiouſly, and on his own 
| Principles; the other proves that he had 
no Principles, except the Strong Princi- 
ple of Self. Preſervation. 

* BUT this Claſhing and Inconſiſtency 
| betwixt the two Arguments is not the on- 
ly Defect I find in them; for I do farther 
affirm, that the Aſſumption. of the firſt, 
upon the truth of which they both de- 
| pend, is Groundleſs and Falſe. I aſſure 
; you I ſpeak what 1 have. well gies: 
2 | al 
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144 An Anſwer to the Charge of 


and will maintain; and, in requital for 


this Challenge from you which I am now 
_ anſwering) 1 do here challenge you, and 


the 7wo other Learned and fudicious 


Perſons, your Seconds, to prove, that Eu- 
ſebius owned and believed that in the 


Doctrine and Language of SJcripture 
our Bleſſed Saviour was really and pro- 


perly of a Created Nature. Euſebiuss 


Orthodoxy in ſome other Points may 
perhaps require a more Able Advocate: 
but in this, I think, the Caſe is very 


Clear; and if you have any thing to 


offer againſt it, which has not been al- 
ready anſwered, you ſhall find me Pre- 
pared to defend what I have here aſ- 
ſerted. 


TO return to your Argument, I have 
Conſidered it in one Meaning, and proved 
it to be Falſe, and Inconſiſtent with it 
felf. But your Words may perhaps be 
thought to admit of another Meaning 
(vis.) that Euſebius owned that the Verb 
unden in its Derivatives had been uſed 
of our Saviour in Holy Scripture; though 


he underſtood it in no other Senſe, than 


as barely Implying Production and Ori- 
gination. One of theſe two muſt ne— 


ceſſarily be your meaning in this place; Þ 
for if Euſebius did own that the word vi- 
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Seo was uſed of our Saviour in Scripture, 
which is here ſuppoſed and allowed you, 
he muſt underſtand it, either of a Jem- 
porary * Production ex nihilo, or a Pro- 
duct ion without any Limitation. The Ar- 
gument built upon the former Senſe has been 
refuted; the Other comes now to be exa- 
mined. I have proved indeed already that 
Euſebius did not own, that the word was in 
any Senſe applied to our Saviour in the Prin- 
cipal Text alledged for that purpoſe; it 
lies upon you therefore to name another, 
where you thin Euſebius owned that the 
word was ſo applied: and ſuch a Text Ibe- 
lieve you will find it not very ealy to fix up- 
on; for as to the famous Paſlage Coloſ. I. 15. 
Tp@TTIX05s & Hα,ο? Kms that is much ra- 
ther a Proof that our Saviour was not 
Created than that He was, as might be 
very clearly made out, if the Courſe of 
my Argument led me to it. But Jam here 
proceeding with you upon the Suppoſiti- 
on and Imaginary Conceſſion that Euſebius 
did own that the word viCw was uſed 
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By Temporary Production J do not mean ſuch a Producti- 
on as was effe Zed in Iime, according to the more Strict and 
Philoſophical Senſe of that Word, in which it is reſtrained to 
that Duration which began with the Creation, and is meaſur- 
ed by the Pcriodical Revolutions of the Heavenly Bodies : but 
a Production, which had a Determinate Beginning. preceded 
by a Boundleſs Duration; according to the more General and 
Vulgar Acceptation of the Word Tempus or Time. This 
I obſerve to prevent Unneceſſary Cavils. x 
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146 An Auſwer to the Charge of 


of our Saviour in Scripture; from which 
Conceſſion 1 fay it will not 1 follow, 


that he did not /n the preſent Clauſe. 


For either he underſtood that Word as 
Arrius did, or he did not: If you fay he 
did, you have been anſwered under the 
former Head; if you ſay he did not, I muſt 
ask you, why you think he adhered fo religi- 


ouſly ro the Words of Scripture, that he could 


not forbid the Uſe, or rather the Abuſe, ofa 
Scriptural Mord, when wreſted from its 
true Meaning, and perverted to a Blaſphe- 
mous Signification. You will tell me, I 
ſuppoſe, that it was Euſebius's Principle 
to keep cloſe to the Words of Scripture un- 
der every Article. But to thisI reply, that 
Euſebius, by your own Confeſſion, ſigued 
the Clauſe s rn, and thereby = 
the Condemnation of a word which is of- 
ten applied to our Saviour, even in the New 
Teſtament, and much oftener than the 
word xn can be pretended to be. And 
hence it neceſſarily follows, either that it 
was not Euſebius's Principle to keep cloſe 
fo the Words, but to the Senſe, of Scrip- 
ture; or that he did not keep cloſe to 5 
Principles in ſigning the Creed and its A.- 
nathemas. One of theſe Conſequences 


muſt be True; and, by my Conſent, you 


ſhall freely rake your own Choice of 
them. If you chuſe the firſt, you muſt 
own your Aſſumption to be Falſe; If the 

| ſec ond, 
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ſecond, you muſt own your Conſequence to 
be Falſe, and your Aſſumption Impertinent. 
t HAVE now Conſidered your Argu- 


ment in all its Views, and in all its Parts, 1 
and in all the Different Senſes it will bear; 1 
and have proved it to be Groundleſs, and © I 
Falſe, and Inconſiſtent with it ſelf: and 1 if 
after this I think I may be allowed to ſay, 5 | 
that till you can give us ſome better Rea- 1 
ſons why Theodorit's ſingle Copy ſhould 1 
be Prefer'd to the other Three, Euſebius £1 


muſt be accounted, a Principal Witneſs tn 
this Cauſe, it is true, but For Athauaſius, 
not Againſt Him. 
II. YOUR next Witneſs is Cyril of e- 


8 


— — 
LEES ca 


ruſalem. He, you ſay, in his ordinary MSS bf 
has not the Nicene Creed at all: but in the 4 
iwo beſt MSS of that Author, noted Roe, i 
aud Caſaubon, he has a Compleat Copy of | 
the fame; and that as including the Aua- is 
themas alſo; but ſo that They Both entirely 4 If 
omit the Words before us. nl 


AND here, Sir, though I ſhould allow 
 theſerwo Extraordinary MSS to be as Good 
 asyoupleaſezyerit is as Plain as any thing of 
this Nature can well be, that rhe Creed was 

added in them Both by Tranſcribers after- 
wards; andindeed fo Plain, that you your 
ſelf cannot but own it to be very Probable. 
But I ſhould be glad to be informed upon 
what Grounds you are ſo very Poſitive, 
that theſe are the tuo beſt MSS of that 
K 2 Anthor. 
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148 An Anſwer to the Charge of 


Author. Have you ever ſeen the MS or 
MSS, from which the Venice Edition 
was taken? Have you ever ſeen Car- 
dinal Hoſius's MS, from which Gro- 
decius made his Tranſlation? Have you 


ever ſeen Prevotinss famous Vatican 


MSS, or any other elſewhere ? Have 
you ſo much as ſeen either of theſe 
7wo MSS which you commend ſo highly? 
Of the Two it is much more likely that 
you ſhould have ſeen the latter, which is, 
or was, in the Poſſeſſion of my Lord of 
ELy, whom you have had the Honour 
to ſerve in ſuch a Relation that His Ex- 
cellent Library, which was always Open 
to all Men of Letters, muſt neceſſarily be 
Open to you in a Peculiar manner: and 
et I believe I may venture to ſay, you 
nl not ſeen even that; at leaſt it is not 
for your Credit to own you have ſeen it, 
after you have called that one of the beff 
MSS of this Author, which in that caſe 
you muſt have known to be no MS, in 
any other Senſe than that it was in Caſau- 
bon's Hand-writing, but only a Copy of a 
Collation taken by that Learned Man from 
a MS of an Unknown Age, and that too 
after all perhaps the very fame which Sir 
Thomas Roe gave to the Boaleian Library, 
as the Surprizing Agreement betwixt them 
affords us room to ſuſpect. 
BUT I perceive a Collection of Various 
Read- 
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Readings, and a MS, are Synonymous Terms 
with you here as well as in ſeveral other 
places, where you pretend to oblige 


us with a moſt Exact Account of what 
is, or is not, to be found in all the 


MSS, as if you had ſeen and collated all 
the MSS in the World, whilſt all the Au- 
thority you go upon is what every body 
knows, the Notes of an Editor, who has 
perhaps compared the tenth part of the 
Copies extant of his Author. But what if 
the Editor ſays not a word of the Matter? 
How will you do then to fright he Atha- 
naſians out of their Senſes with MSS up- 
on MSS in Large Capitals? Why then, 
it ſeems, the Caſe is ſtill better for you; 
the Field is then all your own, and all the 
M in Europe ſhall ſay whatever you and 


the t other Learned and Fudicious Per- 


ſons your Friends think fit to have them, 
ſay. The MSS indeed are all this while 


at Rome, or Paris, or Florence, or Vienna, 


But what then? You, who can write an 
Hiſtory of the Fourth Century by Con- 
jecture, and can tell what was Thought in 
the Second upon the Strength of your 
own Imagination, may eaſily read a MS at 

a greater diſtance than any of theſe Places. 
BUT I leave you to the Chaſtiſement of 
the Criticks for this Encroachment upon 
their Province, and Proceed to Obſerve far- 
ther, more ſeriouſly than this Allegation de- 
K 3 5 ſer ves 
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150 An Anſwer to the Charge of 
ſerves, that the Copy of the Nicene Creed 
in theſe tu MIS, amongſt a great many 
other Variations from your True Copy: 
gives us in the body of the Creed two 
very Conſiderable Words, avapyws and 
cih las, which we find in no other Copy; and 
in the Anathemas omits ) goias, as well as 
7 x50), ſo that whenever, or whereſoever, 
theſe MSS were written, nothing can be 
concluded from any Omiſſion made by 
ſuch Tranſcribers. 
HI. HILANI, you ſay, in his Book of 
Synods, has an entire Latin Copy of the 
Nicene Creed and Anathemas, but without 
this Clauſe. Yet has this Entire Copy 7 
Omiſſions, beſides as many other Varia- 
tions from your 7rue Copy. Neither am 
J afraid to ſhew you another Copy in St. 
Hilary, without this Clauſe ( Fragm. col.q15) 
which has above 20 Variations from that 
in his Book Of Synods. 
IV. LUCIFER of Cagliari, J confeſs, 
gives us the Creed and Anathemas, with- 
out the Clauſe in queſtion: but then he has 
omitted no leſs than 8 other Words, and 
particularly) Ss in the Anathemas, be- 
ſides other Variations from what you call 
the True Copy. He is not therefore, I 


think, in this Caſe fo Valuable a Witneſs 
as you pretend, 
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V. THE Author of the Expoſition of the 


Creed among the Works of Athanaſius, you 
ſay, does alſo entirely omit the ſame Clauſe. 
A Treatiſe written upon the Nicene Creed, 
where the words before us were not to be 
found eithet in the Copy of the Creed 


it ſelf, or in the Comment upon every ſingle 


Article of it, would be, I copfeſs, a very 
Plaufible Atteſtation againſt their being Ge- 
nuin: but This Expoſition of the Creed, 
though that be the Title indeed which the 
Tranſcriber thought fit to give it, is rather 


a Private Creed, made out of the Public 


Creeds of Nice and Conſtantinople, with 
ſeveral Alterations and Additions of the 
Compiler's own; fo that it cannot be of 
the leaſt Authority in the Prefent Debate. 
Beſides, as Large as this Creed is, xew 


Away CVD , an Undiſputed Clauſe of 


the Anathemas, is omitted as well as } 
ah To which I ſhall only add, that 
there is a Manifeſt Hiatus here, which 


ſhews that ſomething has very Probably 


been left out - F ere mga i Bars 
Ozoxolas c T uo Ty Jig, 1 To eον,ꝙà To 
4719 gew Y GAAUOTI TYTBS arauane 
Copy. But of this Chaſm I may perhaps 
have occaſion to ſay ſomething more here- 
after. 

VI. BASIL, it is true, has not the Preſent 
Clauſe in either of his Copies : but that theſe 
two Copres are Exact and Entire I cannot 
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152 An Anſwer to the Charge of 


ſo readily allow to be True; for the Firſt of 
them differs often from the Second, and 
from your True Copy much oftener, and par- 
ticularly in the Body of the Creed Je ix 
9:y is omitted, an Article retained in all the 
other Copies I have ſeen, except One. 
This Clauſe indeed was omitted by the 
Council of Conſtantinople, when they rati- 
fied and improved the Nicene Creed, and 
that in all Probability becauſe it was mani- 
feſtly Included in 9: aan a S aayfbuy 
(as a 7 oy mis Bexiis % 7% Cy Th N, and 
rere tz & Belas Ty mTes ſeem to be omit- 
ted in the ſame Creed becauſe fully In- 
cluded in wx mnwyrm z and ououmer) and 
if we ſuppoſe that Baſil omitted it upon 
the ſame account, why may we not 
alſo ſuppoſe, that the Clauſe before us 
might be omitted by ſome, in the fame 
Study of Brevity, and for the ſame Rea- 
fon, as fully Included in the Expreſſions 
before Condemned, % aur? dd, 8% wy and 
£2 gx b E? | 

I MUST add, that Baſil, in the words 
immediately following both his Copies, 
ſeems to athrm, or rather to take it for 
granted, that the Word Created was 
Condemned by the Council of Nice. 
This, fays he, 1s our Faith. Bur for- 
© aſmuch as the Controverſy concerning 
© the HoLy Guosr is not explicitly de- 
5 termined in this Creed, the HHN 


et not 


Forgery againſt Athanaſius. 153 
not being then riſen, the Nicene Fathers 
did not Anathematize thoſe who ſa 
that the HoLy Gos 1s of a Created 
and Servile Nature. For there is no- 
thing Created in the Divine and Bleſſed 
" AKINITY: Fr. | 
BI the whole Turn of this Paſſage, as it 

ſtands in the Greek, and particularly the 
Words col To N plu ay mi c ſhave a 
much plainer Reference to the Condem- 

nation of the Word Created when applied 
to our Saviour, than I can poſſibly pre- 
ſerve in a Literal Tranſlation, without the 

Danger of making it more Plain than you 

may perhaps be willing to allow it is in 

the Original: but | believe I may ſafely 
appeal to any Unprejudiced Perſon, whe- 
ther Baſils Words will not juſtify the fol- 
lowing Paraphraſe of them. 
_ _@ THIS is our Faith, and the Faith of the 

NMNicenꝰ Fathers. But you are not co wonder 
that they did not Anathematize thoſe who 
ſay that the HoL Y Gnosr is a Creature; 

for the Pneumatomachi not being then 
riſen, you ſee they have not Defined any 
thing againſt their Hereſy in the Creed, 
but lefr the Article as they found it in 
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154 An Anſwer to the Charge of 


the Apoſtolical Creed; and thence it is 


that they have not Condemned thoſe 
Hereticks in their Anathematiſms, which 
anſwer exactly to the Creed, and were 
made againſt thoſe Hereticks only, 
Herety had been Particularly Op- 


whoſe 


poſed in the Body of the Creed. For 
did not then 


this reaſon, I ſay, they 
proceed to Anathematize thoſe who call 


the Hory Gnosr a Creature, and not 


becauſe they thought that Expreſſion 
might be uſed of the Third Perſon in 
the TRINITY, any more than of the 
Second We are not to believe there- 
fore, that by Condemning that Word 
no other wiſe than when ſpoken of the 
Son of Gop, they tacitly allowed it to 
be uſed of His Bleſſed Spirit; for it was 
Certainly Their Faith, as it is Ours, 


that there is Nothing Created in the E- 
ver-Bleſſed TRINIT v. 


IF this be not the Senſe of Baſil's Words, 


it will not be very Eaſy to make any Senſe of 
them at all. For if the whole Paſſage does not 
proceed upon the Suppoſition, that the 
Word xn@s, as applied to our Saviour, 
was Anathematized by the Council of Nice; 


where is the Wonder that they did not 


Anathematize it, when applied to the 


HoLy Gnosrt? Or why ſhould Baſi/ un- 
dertake to give any account of their not 


Con- 


TFyrger) againſt Athanaſius. 155 
Condemning it when uſed of the Horx 
Gnosr, eſpecially in this Place, at the 
end of the Anathematiſms, and in the 
manner he does it; if he knew that they 
had not ſo much as condemned it when 
applied to out Saviour, ont rather, by o- 
mitting it, had airetfly avoided its Con- 
demnation; as knowing that it ought not 
to be Condemned? Or could he other- 
wiſe have given ſuch a Reaſon for his 
* not Anathematize the Word Created 
* when applied to the Hoy Ghost, and 
* that upon no other account than be- 
* cauſe the Hereſy of the Pneumatomachi 
* was not then riſen. Well, but how 
does it appear that this was omitted upon 
no other account? Why, becauſe it could 


not be omitted upon any other account; 


for it was certainly the Opinion of the 
* Council, that No Perſon 1n the Bleſſed 

* Trinity was Created. But where is 
the Connection betwixt this Reaſon and 
the Propoſition it is brought to prove, if 


the Council be not ſuppoſed to have Con- 


demned that Word as applied to the Sox ? 
Or how could Baſil pretend to eftabliſh his 
own account of their declining to Ana- 
thematize thoſe who call the HoL Y GHOST 
a Creature from the Abſurdity of believing 
that they did it, becauſe they thought that 
Word might be uſed of the Ho Gos r, 

if 


Aſſertion? The Council of Nice did 
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156 An Anſcwer to the Charge of 


if he knew that the Council did not, and dur/# 
not, condemn it as applied to our Saviour? 


T may be Objected perhaps, that St. Ba! 
only ſays that there is Nothing Created in 


the TRINITY, and not that the Council 
thought ſo: But the Particle yap and the 
Courſe of the Argument manifeftly prove 
that it is, and neceſſarily muſt be, Baſil's 
Meaning in this Place, that the Council 
thought ſo. There is Nothing Created 
in ihe IRINIrx, therefore the Reaſon why 
the Council of Nice did not condemn 
" thoſe who call the HoLy Gnosr 4 Crea- 
ture, was becauſe the Hereſy of the Pneu- 
" matomachi was not then broached. Where 


is the Conſequence or the Senſe of this? 


How does it appear, that the Council of 


Nice waved the Condemnation of the 
Word Created when uſed of the HoLy 


Ghost upon no other account than the 


Later Riſe of the Macedonian Hereſy, be- 


cauſe Baſil and Others believed, or be- 
cauſe it is certainly true, that there is No- 
thing Created in the TRINITY? But be- 
cauſe the Council of Nice did really be- 
lieve, that there is Nothing Created in 
the TRIN IT x, this indeed is a very Good 
Argument to prove, what Baſil is Ob- 
ſerving, that they waved the Condem- 
nation of that Word, as applied to 
the HoLy Gnos r, for no other Reaſon 
than becauſe at that time there my no 

| | | artl- 
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Forgery again ſi Athanaſius. 157 
Particular Occaſion for the Condemnation 
of it as ſo applied. 

UPON the whole matter, I think I have 
made 1t appear that this Paſſage, imme- 
diately following the Copy of the Creed, 
affords us very good Grounds to believe, 
that in the Opinion of St. Baſil, the 
Word Created, when affirmed of the Son, 
was anathematized by the Council of Nice, 
and conſequently that the Clauſe was Ori- 
ginally in his Copies, 

VII. ZPIP HANIUS, you ſay, gives us 
two Creeds: The former very Like the Nicene 
Creed, as it was afterward Improved by 
the Council of Conſtantinople, with Ana- 
themas, like the Nicene, at the End: The 
latter ſomething Like that under the For- 
mer Head, with the Like Anathemas; in 


both which this Clauſe is entirely omitted. 
So that here we have another Eminent 


Eaſtern Witneſs againſt it. 
_ THE Former is plainly made out of the A- 


poſtles Creed, the Con/tantinopolitan Creed, 


and the Old Eaſtern Creed: The Latter is 


and, except the beginning, no otherwiſe /ike 
either that or he Former, than as the 


y 
are all three Orthodox Creeds. And the 
Anathemas annexed to them want ano- 


ther Clauſe, as well as this in each of the 
Copies. But your Conſequence ought 
not to pals unobleryed, Epiphanius gives 

ts 


wy nigh thrice as Long as the Nicene Creed; 
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158 Au Anſwer ta the Charge of 


us two Creeds, the Former Very Like the 
Conſtantinopolitan Creed, with Anathe- 
mas like the Niceue, the Latter Something 
Like the Former, in both which this Clauſe 
is omitted; Therefore he is an Eminent 
Witneſs, that the Council of Nice did not 
inſert the Mord Created into their Ana- 
 themas. © 

IHRE is, I confels, elſewhere in Epi- 
phanius a Copy of the Nicene Creed and 
Anathemas without the Clauſe *, which 
your two Learned and Fudicious Fellow- 
Labourers have overlooked. It ſeems, Pe- 
tavius forgot to put in the Margin, Nicaena 
FAdei profeſſio, as he did by Miſtake in the 
other place. This Copy is in the ſhort 


Apology written by the Clergy of the 


Church of Ancyra, to clear themſelves 
from the imputation of Heterodoxy; which 


Epiphanius inſerts into his Account of the 


Hereſy of Marcellus, without the leaſt Sign 
of his Approbation, but rather the Con- 
trary. But this is what I do not at all in- 


{iſt upon, for I think I have very good 


Reaſon to conclude, that the Clauſe was 
Originally in this Copy; ſince Eugenius 
in his Apology preſented to Athanaſius, in 
the Name of the ſame Church of Ancyra, 
and written upon the ſame Occaſion, and 
about the ſame time, clearly aſſures us, that 
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the Council of Nice did condemn that 
Blaſphemous Expreſſion. This Apology 
Mont faucon found in his Travels into Italy, 
after he had finiſhed the Edition of Atha- 
naſius, and he has ſince Publiſhed it at the 
Beginning of the Second Volume of his 
New Collection. And as its Authority is 
Unqueſtionable, ſo I think this Argument 
which I have drawn from it fairly proves, 
that the Copy of the Creed preſerved in 
the Church of Ancyra had the Diſputed 
Clauſe, and conſequently that it was alſo 
originally in the Copy which the Clergy 
of that Church publiſhed in the ſhort 
Defenſe and Expoſition of their Faith. 

VIII. YOUR next Witneſs is St. Ambroſe, 
who, you ſay, has Alſo au Entire Copy of 
theſe * icene Auathemas, but not a Hlla— 
ble of the Preſent Clauſe ; and is therefore 
Another Noted Weſtern Evidence againſt 
it. This Noted Weſtern Evidence then, it 
ſeems, has Alſo an Entire Copy of the 
Nicene Anathemas, as well as the Eminent 
Eaſtern Witneſs Epiphanius has of the 
Anathemas like the Nicene, And ſo far 
indeed there ſhall be no Diſpute betwixt 
us: St. Ambroſe's Copy thall be allowed to 
have as Good a Title to be called Entire, 
as thoſe Anathemas like the Nicene in Epi- 
phanias, till you can find the Clauſe ) 


geri in the Firſt of them, and mg 14- 


mm N w in the Latter. 
5 AM- 


160 An Anſwer to the Charge of 
AMBROSE's Copy runs thus: Eos, in- 


quit, qui dicunt Erat quando non erat, &. 


antequam naſceretur non erat; & qui ex 
nihilo factum aut ex alia ſubſtantia vel 
ouſia dicunt eſſe aut Mutabilem aut Conver- 
tibilem Dei Filium, anathematizat Cat ho. 
tica & Apoſtolica Eccleſia.* A fter this he pro- 
ceeds to ſhew, by an Induction of Parti- 
culars, that all theſe Expreſſions are not 
only Condemned by the Council of Nice, 
but alſo Contrary to Scripture and Reafon, 
Arrius Ergo Dicat : Erat quando non erat: 
Sed Scripiura Dicit, Erat : non dicit, Non 
erat. Ventamus ad alia. Arrius dicit: 
Antequam naſceretur non erat, Jed Scrip- 
tura dicit omnia efſe per Filium.—— Arrius 
dicit Ex nihilo Dei Filium, Quomodo ergo 


Dei Filius? Arrius dicit, Ex alia ſub- a 
ſtantia. Quae igitur alia ſubſtantia aequa- |” 
tur Dei Filio, ut ex ipſa Dei Filius ſit? | 1 


Arrius dicit CREATURAM Dei Fili- 
um, non ſicut caeteras Creaturas. Quae enin 
Creatura non ſicut alia &. Arrius dicit 
Mutabilem & Convertibilem Dei Filium. 
Quomodo ergo Deus ſit Mutabilis, &c. This, 
in ſhort, is the Courſe of St. Ambroſe's 
Argument in this Place. What 1 would 


infer from it is fo very Obvious, that 


think I might ſafely leave the whole mat- 
ter in the hands of any Unprejudiced 
Reader, to draw the Concluſion for him- 


—_ 


L. 1. De Fide ad Gratian. ſub finem. 


ſelf, 


8 * 
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ſelf. And indeed the Caſe is ſo very clear, 
as not only to need no Illuſtration, but 
alſo ſcarce to admit of any. Yet ſince 
the Nature of the Diſpute I am engaged 
in ſeems to require it of me, I will endea- 
vour to collect the thoughts which occur- 
red to me upon reading over this Chapter, 
and put them into the form of an Argu- 


ment; though I muſt profeſs, that I can- 


not pretend to give any man half that 
Satisfaction and Conviction, which I be- 


lieve will naturally ariſe in his own mind 


as he reads it himſelf in St. Ambroſe, 


III is as Plain, as any thing of this na- 
ture can well be, from the whole Courſe 
of the Chapter, and particularly from 
the words Veniamus ad alia, that it was 
St. Ambroſe's Deſign in this Place to Com- 
ment upon the Anathematized Expreſſions, 
and thoſe only, and that too in the Exact 
Order in which they ſtood in his Copy ; 
and to defend the Nicene Anathematiſms, 
after the ſame manner as he had already 
defended the Doctrine eſtabliſhed in the 
Creed, by Arguments drawn from Right 
Reaſon, and Divine Revelation. And 
ſince in this Comment, which he makes 
upon every one of the Condemned Ex- 
preſſions in its Order, he does not paſs 


over the Diſputed Clauſe, when the comes 


to the place where it ought to ſtand; ſince 
5 . he 


——— 
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he does not proceed to animadvert upon 


 Mutabilem & Convertibilem, after he had 


finiſhed his Obſervations upon Ex alia 


ſubſtantia, but inſerts the Clauſe before us, 


- 


with his Comment upon it, betwixt thoſe 
two Clauſes; there cannot be a Clearer 
Caſe in things of this Nature, than that 
the Clauſe, which ſtands in its Proper 
Place in St. Ambroſe's Comment, ſtood 
alſo in the ſame Place in the Copy of the 


Anathematiſins, upon which he was Com- 


menting, as it came Originally from his 
own hand. Ss 
OTHERWISE the Courſe of his 
Argument is Unneceſlarily interrupted, 
and whilſt his Defign plainly appears to 


be no other than to run over and briefly 


animadyert upon all the Condemned Ex- 
preſſions in order as they ſtood in his 
Copy, which Order he exactly keeps to, 
we muſt yet very Unreaſonably ſuppoſe 


that he needleſly broke through his own 


Method, to inſert an Expreſſion, with his 
Comment upon it, amongſt thoſe which 
the Council Condemned, as if it had alfo 
been ſo Condemned, when he knew that 


the Council did not, nor durſt, Condemn 
it. And this I fay we muſt ſuppoſe to 


have been done Needleſly, for there could 


be no Occaſion for his treating of this Ex- 
preſſion at all in this Chapter, unleſs as 


Condemned by the Council, among the 
N Others 
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others ſo Condemned ; ſince he had 
diſcourſed of it very Largely in two fore- 
going Chapters, and there fully diſcuſſed 
this Point. 

AND if there had been any Occaſion 
for him to Examine this Expreſſion 
in this Chapter, and he had deſigned 
to do ſo when he began to write it; If 
this only, of all the other Arian Expreſ- 
ſions which eſcaped the Anathematiſms , 
and are mentioned by him elſewhere, was 


to be Conſidered here; How came he to 
chuſe this Remarkable Place for it above 
all others? Was he in ſuch Great Halt co 


give this ſlight Stricture upon it, that he 
could not ſtay till he had finiſned his De- 
ſign when he was juſt at the End of it, 
when there was nothing left to Comment 
upon but Mutabilem & Convertibilem, and 
then ſay what he pleaſed upon it, without 
any Confuſion or Breach of Method? Or 
if this Expreſſion was to be inſerted and 
reflected upon ſomewhere or other among 
the Anathematized Expreſſions, why did 
he not take the firſt Opportunity of doing 


it, that the reſt of his Comment might 
proceed orderly? After Erat quando non 


erat, which is a Neceſſary Part of the 
Nation of a Created Being, or after EX 
nihilo factum, which includes the other, 
and is a ſort of a Definition of Creatum, 
it might have been much more properly 

L 2 | inſerted, 
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inſerted, than after Ex alia ſubſtantia. 
And when he had defer'd it fo long, and 
paſſed over the moſt Proper Places for 
inſerting it, he might ſurely, for method's 
ſake, have defer'd it fo little a while lon- 


ger, as juſt to ſay a word or two upon 
Mutabilem & Convertibilem, and then he 


might have commented upon it, to the 


End of the Chapter, without any Impro- 
priety or Confuſion. i 
_ UPON theſe Conſiderations I think 
we have all the Evidence which can Poſſi- 
bly be expected in the Nature of the 
thing, that he Diſputed Clauſe was really 

Extant in that Entire Copy of the Ana- 
themas, which St. Ambroſe tranſcribed in- 
to this Book of his; and Conſequently 
that the Omiſſion of it in the MSS, from 
which our Preſent Editions of Ambroſe 


have been taken, cannot be accounted 4 


Weſtern Atteſtaiion againſt it, nor yet be 
Reaſonably charged upon any Negligence 
in St. Ambroſe himſelf, but muſt be either 
an Arian Corruption, or the fault of ſome 
Careleſs "Tranſcriber, 23 
THIS Teſtrmony of St. Ambroſe J have 
had the honour to propoſe, either by Let- 
ters or in Converſation, to ſeveral Per- 
ſons of known Judgement and Sagacity, 
and they have allowed it to be Convin- 


cing and Satisfactory, which is an Argu- 
ment with me that Nothing Solid or Ma- 


terial 


e 
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terial can be brought to Invalidate it Yet 
ſince it is ſo Particularly Remarkable in fa- 
vour of the Clauſe, and affords us alto 
ſomething like an Experimentum Crucis to 
direct us to the True Cauſe of this Omiſ- 
ſion in other places, I ſhall fairly State and 
Conſider all the Objections, which I think 
can poſlibly be raiſed againſt it. 
mY (1.) THE Firſt and Principal Objection 
7 which occurred to me, as I read over the 
Whole Chapter purely to fee what could 
be Objected, isthis. St. Ambroſe concludes 
bis Comment upon the Words Ex alia 
= ſubſtantia thus, Quod ſi ex alia ſubſtantia 


3 Filium dicent, ipſi ſe revincunt, & ver- 
3 bum ſubſtantiae quod metuunt confitendo, 
i & Filium Creaturis, quibus praeferre ſe 
1 ſimulant, conferendo. And then he goes 
2 on, Arrius dicit Creaturam Dei Filium, 
1 non ſicut cacteras Creaturas. Quæe enim 


Creatura non ſicut alia Creatura non eſt? 
Homo non ut Angelus, terra non ut coe— 
lum, fol non ut aqua, lumen non ut tene- 
brae. Nihil ergo praeferendo donavit, 
ſed ad ſimplices decipiendos miſcro colore 
 fraudem ſuae Impietatis obquxit. This 
* ſuggeſts a very Probable Account of all 
the odd Circumſtances in the Infertion of 
this Clauſe among the Nicene Anathema- 
' tiſms, without flying to the Unreaſonable 
© Suppoſition of any Defe& in the MSS; 
a Suppoſition never to be made but in 
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KCliſes of abſolute Neceſſity. St. Ambroſe in 


1 his Comment upon the Words Ex alia 
ſubſtantia urges it upon the Arians, that 
though they pretend to exempt the Sox 
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oF Gop from the Rank of other Crea- 
tures, yet by this Expreſſion of theirs 
they bring Him down to a Level with 


them. This very Naturally puts him in 


mind of the Noted Arian Saying Crea- 


 tura eſt, ſed non ſicut cacterae Creaturae. 


ee 


Accordingly he ſets it down, and ani- 
madverts upon it, not as a Part of the 


Anathematiſms, but, ws oy napodo, as a Fa- 


mous Expreſſion very much uted by the 
Arians, which chanced to occur to 
him, as he was examining the other A- 
rian Expreſſions, which had been Con- 
demned by the Council of Nice. And 


that this is the true Account of the mat- 
ter, and not that which has been given 


before, ſeems very plain from St Am- 


' broſe's Comment upon Arrius dicit Crea- 


et 


turam Dei Filium, non ſicut caeteras 
Creaturas, which is perfectly of a piece 
with the Sentence which introduced it 
and gave Occaſion for it, and proceeds 


upon the ſame Deſign to ſhew that the 


Arians, whatever they may pretend, do 


not in reality allow our Saviour any Supe- 


riority of Nature above the other Crea- 
tures; and this he does without ſaying 
one Syllable of their Calling our Savi- 
. 1 . 1 3 SY | ot our 
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* our a Creature or a Created Being in 
General, whereas if he had deſigned a 
Comment upon the Clauſe } xn@y, he 
* would certainly have inſiſted upon the 
Blaſphemy of applying that Word to 
the Sox or Gop. This Objection l have 
propoſed in all its Real Force, and at the ſame 
time with the Strongeſt Colours which I 
think can poſſibly be laid upon it by an 
Adverſary, who would make the beſt of 
his Cauſe with any Regard to Truth: And 
in Anſwer to it J obſerye, | 
1. THAT though this ſhould be allowed 
to be a Probable Account of the matter, 
yet if the other be more Probable, we 
muſt ſtick to that; for in ſuch Caſes, 
where the Nature of the thing admits of 
nothing like Demonſtration, the Greater 
Probability determines the Aſſent as natu- 
rally and as Reafonably, though not to 
the ſame degree, as Stronger Proofs can 
do where they may be juſtly expected. 
And whether the other be not in man 
reſpects much more Probable, I believe I 
might ſafely ſtand to the Deciſion of any 
Unprejudiced Perſon, who will compare 
2. THE other is much more Obvious 
and Natural, for which I appeal to any 
Equal Judge, whether it did not firſt oc- 
cur to him „n reading this Chapter in 
we 7 So St. 


168 An Anſwer to the Charge of 
St. Ambroſe. And if this be True, which 
I think cinnot be denied, it muſt be al- 
lowed to be a very Strong Preſumption in 
favour of the Account I have given, and 
againſt that which I am now examining. 
3. THE foundation of the whole Ar- 
gument 1s, that wearenot to haye recourſe 
to the Suppoſal of any Omiſſion or Fault 
in the MSS but in Caſes of abſolute Ne- 
ceſſity; and this Notion, if it be under- 
ſtood ſo as to reach the preſent Queſtion, I 
affirm to be Falſe and Injudicious. It may 
be true indeed that this Suppoſition is not 
to be made but in Caſes of Neceſſity, if 
it be allowed that there is a Neceſſity for 
it when the Courſe of an Author's Argu- 
ment proceeds rightly upon ſuch a Sup- 
Poſition, and is broken and confounded 
without it; when it clears up every thing 
much better than any other Suppoſition 
which can be made: but if the word Ne- 
ceſſity mult be underſtood in its ſtricteſt 
Senſe, I much queſtion whether it be poſ- 
ſible that ſuch a Cale ſhould ever happen. 
The whole Paſſage is Nanſenſe, Confu- 
ſion, and Contradiction: Let us but ſup- 
poſe that one Word 1s omitted, and all 
will be Rational, Clear, and Conſiſtent. 
No. This muſt not be. Here is no Caſe 
of Neceſlity. It is not Neceſſary that 
this Author ſhould be ſuppoſed never to 
have Contradicted himſelf, nor ever to 
have 
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have written Abſurdly and Confuſedly. 
And thus in any other Caſe which can 
be put, it will be very eaſy to find an E- 
valion to prove it no Caſe of Abſolute 
Neceſlity; and ſo we muſt fit down Con- 
tented with what can be done towards 
Clearing the Dithculties in Antient Books 
by thoſe Learned Gentlemen of Os&/care 
Diligence, who cannot believe that the Beſt 
and moſt Judicious Authors wrote Com- 
mon Senſe, if it be contra fidem Codicum. 


But the moſt Able Criticks are always the 


fartheſt from paying any ſuch Superſtitious 
Veneration to the Librarians, and do not 
find that they ever ſcruple to ſuppoſe 
that their MSS are Defective or in any 
other reſpect Faulty, if they have Good 
Probable Grounds and Proper Critical Ar- 
guments for it, though it be not a Caſe of 
ſtrict Neceſſity. And as this is a Suppoſi- 
tion, which no Man can think Unreaſon- 
able, who knows any thing of MSS; fo 
in the Preſent Caſe Particulariy I will ven- 
ture to ſay it cannot poſſibly be thought 
ſo, in a Diſpute which has its Riſe from 


the Faultineſs of Copies, and cannot be 


decided either way without fixing that Im- 
putation upon ſome of them. 


4. TO fay that this Clauſe was Occaſi- 


onally Introduced by meer chance, upon the 


ACCt- 


170 An Anſwer to the Charge of 
Accidental Mention of ſomething relating 
to it, is neither ſo Probable an Account as 
that which I have given, nor yet in it ſelf 
at all Probable. It is agreed, that either 
St. Ambroſe or his Tranſcribers have not | 
been ſo Careful and Exact as might have 
been wiſhed. The queſtion is whether this 
Neglecł ſhall be charged upon the Author, 
or the Librarians. And, it ſeems, to avoid 
the Abſurdity and Injuſtice of charging it 
upon the Tranſcribers, whoſe Great Ac- 
curacy and Diligence is ſo very Notori- 
ous to the whole World, and ſo very Con- 
ſpicuous in all the MSS extant; rather 
than believe, that theſe People could Sleep 
over their Dull Work, who were ſeldom 
perfectly Awake, we muſt be forced to 
believe it of ſo Judicious and Excellent a 
Writer as St. Ambroſe; which, beſides its 
Unreaſonableneſs in the General Notion, 
is in this particular attended with ſeveral 
Improbable Circumſtances. In a Lon 
Mork, we know, a Man may very natural- 
Iy forget himſelf, and his Main Deſign : 
but that St. Ambroſe ſhould ſo ſtrangely 
forget what he was about, in ſo ſhort a 
Comment, upon ſo flight an Occaſion as 
becauſe the Word Creatura chanced to 
come 1n his way ; that notwithſtanding he 
had largely treated of it juſt before, and 
therefore was more likely to betired with 
it, than very Eager upon it as New _ 
| jects 
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ject, yet this Caſual Mention of it ſhould 
give him ſo Violent an Inclination to ani- 
madyert upon it, that he muſt do it immedi- 
ately, and could not ſtay till he had finiſhed 
his Comment, when he was within three 
ſhort Lines of the Concluſion of it, where 
he might have treated of it as Largely as 
he pleaſed without any Confuſion or lrre- 
gularity; and that this Violent Inclination, 


which forced him to break the Thread of 


his Diſcourſe when he was juſt at the end 
of it, ſhould yet ſpend it ſelf fo very ſoon, 
in half a dozen lines, and then leave him 
to the Quiet Proſecution of his former 
Method; This, I think, is very Strange, 


and Unaccountable. 


5. IF the Courſe of his Comment upon 
Ex alia ſubſtantia Occaſionally led him to 
conſider this Arian Expreſſion, though he 
knew it had not been Condemned by the 
Council of Nice, it is Infinitely more Pro- 
bable, that he would have done it only as 
a Continuation of his Com ment upon that 
Article, and not have began another Head 
of Diſcourſe, in the ſame Fm with which 
he Introduces every one of the Anathe- 
matized Expreſſions, and thoſe only, Ar- 


rius dicit Creaturam Dei Filium &. which 


words, Arrius dicit, plainly refer to his 
Copy of the Anathematiſms, as if this had 
been there ſet down among the reſt, as 
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172 An Anſwer to the Charge of 


an Expreſſion of Arius's condemned by the 
Council. 5 

6. IT is ſo far from being Probable, 
that the Reference St. Ambroſe makes in 
the preceding Sentence to this Arian Ex- 
preſſion, gave him occaſion to inſert it, 
and Comment upon it, that the Contrary 
is much more Probable (vzz.) that the Re. 
ference in the Cloſe of that Sentence was 
rather occaſioned by the Article he was 
next to Conſider. Quod fi ex alia ſub- 

antia Filium dicent, ipſi fe revincunt, &. 
verbum ſubſtantiae quod metuunt confiten- 
do, & Filium Creaturis, quibus praeferre 


* affirm that the Son is of another Sub- 
" ſtance (that is, not of oxe or the ſame 
* ſubſtance with the Father) they Contra- 
dict and Confute themſelves, by making 
" uſe of a word which they Condemn as 
" Improper and Unſcriptural, the Word 
* Fubſtantia. Here is a very Plain Con- 
tradition proved upon them; nothing 
more therefore was neceſlary to be added 


to gain that Point. Yet he goes on to 


ſhew that this Expreſſion of theirs leads 
them into another Inconſiſtency, ſince by 
applying it to the Son oF Gop they 
brought Him down to an Equality of Na- 
ture with the other Creatures, at the ſame 
time as they pretended to Prefer Him be- 
fore them. This Contradiction how juſt- 


? 
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ly ſoever it may be charged upon them, 
is not nigh ſo Direct and Apparent as the 
other; and therefore could not be added 
to make the Caſe Clearer, but was rather, 
in all Probability, ſuggeſted by the next 
Article, and uſed chiefly as a Tranſition. 
Otherwiſe he might as well have added it 
in the middle of this Comment, wherehe 
urges the Contradiction mentioned in the 
former part of this Sentence, their Uſing 
a Word themſelves which they pretended. 
ought not to be uſed at all. There 1 ſay 


he might have preſſed this other Contra- 
diction too, as well as in the place before 


us: but there, it ſeems, it did not occur, 


2 whereyetit was as likely to have occurred 


upon any other account but that there in 
the Middle of the Comment the Article 
he was next to examine was farther from 
his thoughts than here at the very End 


bol it: And as this was upon any other ac- 
count as Likely a Place for him to have 


mentioned this Arian Expreſſion, as that 
before us, ſo there are ſeveral Places much 


more Likely upon all other accounts; 
ſince every one of the preceding Clauſes 


Erat quando non erat, Antequam naſcere- 
tur non erat, and Ex nihilo factum, gave 
him a much more proper Occaſion to 
conſider it, than he could find here un- 
der this Article Ex alia ſubſtantia. And 
from all this I think it may be has 

and 
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and Fairly Concluded, that this Reference 
was rather ſuggeſted and occaſioned by the 
following Clauſe, than vice verſa. 


7. THE Objection drawn from the Na. | 


ture of St. Ambroſe's Comment upon Ar- 
rius dicit Creaturam c. as Plauſible as it 


may perhaps appear at firſt ſight, upon a lit- 


tle examination will be found, I belieye, 
to be of no great force. For if this Com- 


ment was intended by St. Ambroſe to be | 
perfectly of a piece with the Sentence 
Which 1s ſuppoſed to have occaſioned it, 
and to proceed upon the ſame Deſign, 


without any regard to the word Created as 
Condemned by the Council of Nice; he 
would certainly have kept on his Comment 
upon Ex alia ſubſtantia, and then indeed 
it would have been all of a piece, but now, 


upon this Suppoſition, it is Unneceſlarily 
and very Improperly Divided. What Oc- 


caſion could there be for him to break off 
his Animadverſions upon Ex alia ſubſtan- 


tia, and begin anew Section, and that too 
with the ſame Introduction which he ſets 


before every one of the Anathematized 
Expreſſions if he was ſo far from deſigning 
a Comment upon any Condemned Expreſ- 


ſion, that he did not fo much as deſign to 
ſhew the Falſchood or Impiety of 4 4 
5 


Arian Expreſſion, though uncondemne 
but only to proceed upon the foregoing 


Sentence, and to continue it by adding 


another 
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den erat (or, Antequam naſceretur non 
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quae temporis ſunt: cum id ipſum, 
Ante, & Aliquando non fuiſſe, fit tem- 

2? poris. Here we ſee St. Ambroſe is upon 
the very ſame Deſign as he is pretended 


n ee 175 
nother Argument to prove upon the 
Arians the Contradiction and Inconſiſtency 
he had there objected to them? 
BUT it is needleſs to inſiſt any farther 


upon General Proofs, ſince St. Ambroſe 


himſelf, in this very Chapter, has in- 


formed us by a Particular Inſtance, in a 


Parallel Caſe, what he would Probably 
have done if his Deſign had been as it is 
here repreſented. The Place is very Re- 
markable, and therefore I ſhall ſet it down 


at large. Arrius dicit : Antequam naſcere- 


tur, non erat; ſed Scriptura dicit omnia eſſe 


per Filium. Quomodo ergo aliis dedit eſſe 


qui non erat? Cum autem dicit Impinss 
Quando & Ante, haec utique duo verba 


* tempus oſtendunt. Quomodo ergo negant 


Tempus ante Filium, & volunt prius fuiſſe 
Quando 


to be in the Place we are diſputing about; 
he is anſwering the Famous Arian Evaſion 


2 Non erat Tempus ante Filium, and proving 
that it makes them Inconſiſtent with them- 
ſelves, as he does in the other place with 
reſpect to Non ſicut caeterae Creaturae, but 


yet he keeps on his Comment upon Ante- 
uam naſceretur non erat. 


gin again with Arrius dicit Erat quando 


: erat) 


He does not 


rr — 2 
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erat) ſed non erat tempus quando non erat d 
but he diſpatches this Sophiſm under the 
Article where it occurred, and then goes 

on to the next Anathematized Expreſſion. 
HERE alſo we may obſerve, as a farther 
Anſwer to this Objection, that the Great- 
eſt part of the Comment upon Anteguam 
naſceretur non erat is taken up with that 
Arian Palliation, as the Comment upon 
Arrius dicit Creaturam Dei Filium ſeems 
mdeed to be wholly taken up with the 
like Palliation, contained in the words 
Non ſicut caeteras creaturas. And it is 
not at all Strange, that he who had ſpent 
the Greateſt: part of his Comment upon 
an Arian Evaſion before, ſhould in this 
Place take up his whole Comment with 
an Evaſion of the ſame nature; ſince the * 
Impiety of the Expreſſion would ſuffici- 
ently appear from the Weakneſs of the 
Evaſion made uſe of to palliate it. For 
if the Arians thought this Palliation Ne. 
ceſſary, as it is plain they did by their 
adding of it, when he had ſhewn that it 
did not mend the matter at all, there was 
no Need for him to diſpute farther againſt 
that Expreſſion in this ſhort Comment, 
nor to repeat what he had ſaid of it in 
three foregoing Chapters; after he had 
proved that to Call our Saviour a Crea. 
ted Being, notwithſtanding the ſoften- 
ing Addition they made to it, W 3 
| ring 
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a bring Him down to a Level with the other 
. | Creatures. This is fo Manifeſtly Impious 


and Blaſphemous, that he might very rea- 
ſonably conclude, that if he had proved 
[it upon them, as he certainly thought 
- | he had at leaſt, there could be nothing 
more wanting to convince the Emperor, or 
it |? any other Chriſtian, how deſervedly this 
nl? Clauſc had been condemned by the Coun- 
cin of Nice, nor yet to give him the ut- 
moſt Abhorrence of an Expreſſion, which, 
Js * however ſoftened and palliated, did not 
is in Reality allow the Son or Gop, by 
nt whom all things were made, any Preemi- 
MN 3 nence or Supertority of Nature above the 
uw reſt of the Creation. | 
th ((..) IT may perhaps be Objected by you 
he or your Learned Friends, but I ſhould be 
very much ſurprized to hear of it from 
any Perſon lets Prejudiced in this Diſpute, 
or that St. Ambroſe does not ſay Creatum but 
le- Creaturam, which is the Literal Verſion 
of xmoua, not of xnqv. But this is fo Poor 
an Evaſion, and in effect fo Plain a Con- 
feſſion that nothing Material can be Ob- 
jected, that it can only be the Laſt Refuge 
of an Adverſary, who is either Convinced 
but afhamed to own it, or fully reſolved 
never to be Convinced; for which reaſon 
I ſhould be a little ſurprized to hear of it 
even from you, and the rather becauſe 
you cannot caſily make this Trifling Ex- 
| * ception 
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ception without acknowledging at the 
fame time, that St. Ambroſe has at leaſt 
two Hllables of the Preſent Clauſe. The 
only Queſtion therefore which you can 
move here, is whether the Addition of 
two Letters in the Word Creaturam 
more than we find in Creatum, be of 
weight enough to give us reaſon to be- 
lieve, that, notwithſtanding all I have ſaid 
to the Contrary, St. Ambroſe knew no- 
thing of the Clauſe q xm@. And this be- 
ing the State of the Queſtion, if it really 
can be made a Queſtion, 1 muſt declare 
for the Negative; and that, 1. Becauſe this 
Objection, purely to avoid the Great Ab- 
ſurdity of ſuppoling that St. Ambroſe did 
not tranſlate the word xm@y very Accurately 
obliges us to ſuppoſe him much more In- 
accurate and Negligent in a point of much 
Greater Importance, the Method and Order 
of his Diſcourſe. 2. The ſtricteſt Laws of 
Tranſlation confine a Man only to Words, 
not to Jy//ables: And l believe there is ſcarce 
any Verſion extant, except of the Scriptures, 
where infinitely greater Liberties are not 
allowed and taken in every line, than this 
of rendering a Verbal Adjective by a Ver- 
bal Subſtantive of the ſame Signification. 
3. St. Ambroſe was not ſo very Exact in 
his Tranflation of the Anathematiſms, as 
he muſt neceflarily be ſuppoſed to have 
been all along, if this Argument be of any 

Force; 
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Force; and this is plain from the whole 
Copy of the Anathemas, and particularly 
from his rendering & Cox ww, ex nihilo, 
where a more Scrupulous Tranſlator would 
probably have ſaid, either ex nullis extan- 
tibus with Lucifer and one of Hilarys 
Copies, or de non extantibus with the other 
of Hilary's Copies and that in the 
Acts of the Council of Epheſus, or ex 
nullis ſubſtantibus with Rufinus, or ex nul- 
lis exiſtentibus with the Copy in the Latin 
Acts of the Council of Carthage, or 
ex non exiſtentibus with the Copy in the 


Acts of the Council of Chalcedon. Es 
nihilo indeed gives us the Senſe of 65 


CV oy, and fo does Creaturam give us 
the Senſe of xm@ay, and I believe we 


ſhall not find that &F cn wwy is much 
oftener rendered by ex nihilo than xnzar 


by Creaturam. 4. St. Ambroſe every 
where, as J remember, and I am ſure very 
often, uſes the Words Creatura and Crea- 


zum promiſcuouſly, and when he has Oc- 


caſion to mention the Blaſphemy of he 
Arians in calling our Saviour a Created 


Being, he uſes Creatura oftener than the 


other; which alſo overturns the Founda- 


tion upon which this Objection is built, 


if it has any Foundation at all. And be- 


ſides, in this Paſſage there was ſomething 


Particular to determine him to the Choice 


of Creaturam, rather than its Synonymous 


M 2 Word 
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ception without acknowledging at the 
fame time, that St. Ambroſe has at leaſt 
two Hllables of the Preſent Clauſe. The 
only Queſtion therefore which you can 
move here, is whether the Addition of 
two Letters in the Word Creaturam 
more than we find in Creatum, be of 
weight enough to give us reaſon to be- 


lieve, that, notwithſtanding all I have faid 


to the Contrary, St. Ambroſe knew no- 


thing of the Clauſe Y xT7@. And this be- 


ing the State of the Queſtion, if it really 
can be made a Queſtion, I muſt declare 
for the Negative; and that, 1. Becauſe this 
_ Objection, purely to avoid the Great Ab- 
ſurdity of ſuppoling that St. Ambroſe did 
not tranſlate the word xn@y very Accurately 
obliges us to ſuppoſe him much more In- 
accurate and Negligent in a point of much 
Greater Importance, the Method and Order 
of his Diſcourſe. 2. The ſtricteſt Laws of 


Tranſlation confine a Man only to Words, 


not to Sllables: Andl believe there is ſcarce 
any Verſion extant, except of the Scriptures, 
where infinitely greater Liberties are not 
allowed and taken in every line, than this 
of rendering a Verbal Adjective by a Ver- 
bal Subſtantive of the ſame Signification. 


3. St. Ambroſe was not ſo very Exact in 


his Franflation of the Anathematiſms, as 
he muſt neceſlarily be ſuppoſed to have 
been all along, if this Argument be of any 

Force; 
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Force; and this is plain from the whole 
Copy of the Anathemas, and particularly 
from his rendering er CVD r, ex nihilo, 
where a more Scrupulous Tranſlator would 
probably have ſaid, either ex nullis extan- 
tibus with Lucifer and one of Hillary's 
Copies, or de non extantibus with the other 
of Hilarys Copies and that in the 
Acts of the Council of Epheſus, or ex 
nullis ſubſtantibus with Rufinus, or ex nul- 
lis exiſtentibus with the Copy in the Latin 
Acts of the Council of Carthage, or 
ex non exiſtentibus with the Copy in the 
Acts of the Council of Chalcedon. Fx 
nihilo indeed gives us the Senſe of eg 


Coe deu, and fo does Creaturam give us 


the Senſe of xm@ay, and I believe we 
ſhall not find that &F cx wm is much 
oftener rendered by ex nihilo than *T@u 
by Creaturam. 4. St. Ambroſe every 
where, as I remember, and 1 am ſure very 
often, uſes the Words Creatura and Crea- 
zum promiſcuouſly, and when he has Oc- 
caſion to mention the Blaſphemy of he 
Arians in calling our Saviour a Created 


Being, he uſes Creatura oftener than the 


other; which alſo overturns the Founda- 
tion upon which this Objection is built, 
if it has any Foundation at all. And be- 
ſides, in this Paſſage there was ſomething 


Particular to determine him to the Choice 


of Creaturam, rather than its Synonymous 
+ 04 4 Word 
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Word Creatum; and that was the Inten- 
tion he had to ſubjoyn, Non ſicut caeteras 
Creaturas, which made Creaturam the 
more Proper Word of the two in this 
place. Laftly, to uſe no more Arguments 
in ſo clear a Caſe, we find that the Coun- 
cil of Nice it ſelf did not fee any Occa- 
ſion to be ſo preciſely Exact even in the 
Original Language; for they tell us in 
their Synodical Epiſtle, that they had ana- 
thematized thoſe who ſay our Saviour is 
vανο,ũm Creatura, whereas in their Anathe- 
matiſms the Word Condemned is not 
xToua but xmngy Creatum. This Inſtance 
ts may perhaps except againſt , but I 
tope you will allow your own Authority 
to be very Good, and that you have 
Clearly Demonſtrated, that Athanaſius does 
ſeveral times directly affirm that the Council 
of Nice aid even in their ſolemn Anathemas 
Condenn the Arians for ſaying that our Ca- 
viour was Created; though of the four 
Plain Paſſages quoted to prove it, the 
word xT@y is only in one, and in the other 
Three a iε el. 5 

(3.) ANOTHER Objettion, which 
may poſſibly be made, is this. St. 
" Ambroſe adds here, Non ſicut catteras 
* Creaturas, a Clauſe not extant in any 
Copy of the Anathemas. Theſe Words 

were added either as a Part of the Ana- 
thematiſms, or not as a Part of 2 ; 


e. 


ct 


ce 
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If they were added as a Part of the 
Anathematiſms in his Opinion, his Teſti- 
" mony cannot be of the Leaſt Uſe in 
this Diſpute: If they were not added as 
a Part of the Anathematiſms, they are 
very Improperly and Immethodically in- 


to conſider no other Expreſſions, but 


the Council of Nice. But what 
Reaſon can poſſibly be given, why 
St. Ambroſe, after he had ſer down the 
Expreſſion condemned by the Council, 
might not add the Softening Explication 


which the Arians put upon it; in order 
to leave them not the leaſt Colour for any 


Pretenſe, that he had not repreſented them 
fairly? What Confuſion or Impropriety is 
there in this Addition, which was not 
made till his Method had been fully ſecured, 
by ſetting down the Condemned Expreſ- 
ſion in its proper Place, and introducing 
it with the ſame Words with which he 
had begun his Comment upon every one 
of the other Condemned Expreſſions? Non 


erat Tempus ante Filium was another Com- 


mon Expreſſion among the Arians, of 
the ſame Qualifying Nature with that 


which we are now conſidering, Non ſicut 


caeterae Creaturae, and uſed with the ſame 
deſign to ſoften their Bold and Shocking 
Expreſſions with reſpect to the Beginning 


. 


ſerted in this place, where he propoſed 
thoſe which had been condemned by 


5 
x 
. 
3 
— 
1 
4 
1 
U 
* 
[1 
A \ 
" 
. 
4 0 
1 
q 
S 
- 
12 
14 
5 
: 
} > 
"= 
*. 
— 
3. 
45% 
. + 
. 
'T; 
15 
1 
2 
- 
3 
"43 
* 4 
1 
* 
- 
* 
K+ 
' 
v 
3 
1 
" 
"1 
I 
1 
9 
3 
9 
15 
15 
4 7 
14 
3 
* * 
4 * 
1 
+ < 
30 
4 
1 
4-4 
4 
al 
45 
1 
P > 
bs 
Bi) 
EY 
} 
9 1 
* 
1 
©. 
* 
14 
17 
0) 
* 
* 
2 
% 
41 
2 
* 
* 
'T 
. 


4 . — 
9 — 


4 
Ot om. 


Prat 4; -. — * ors „ a — . Ln 
— — - - — — — 2 
$3 r ERR, En TA. AE o-_ 


182 An Anſwey to the Charge of 
of Exiſtence which they aſcribed to our Sa- 
viour, as this was to palliate the Groſsneſs 
of calling Him 4 Creature. This Evaſion 
of theirs St. Ambroſe examins in the Com- 
ment upon Antequam naſceretur non erat, 
and takes up above two thirds of that Com- 
ment with it. Now if he had begun that 
Article thus, Arrius dicit Antequam naſce- 
retur non erat, fed non erat tempus ante 
Filium; Would there have been any thing 
Improper or Immerhodical in this? Would 
the Inſertion of this Expreſſion imme- 
diately after the Anathematized Clauſe 
have quite broke the Method of his Diſ- 
courſe, which now ſtands within a few 
lines of it without any Breach of Method? 
Or could any man have gathered from it, 


om 


or even ſuſpected, that he had no regard 


to reh Yen 8 , nor any deſign to 
Comment upon it as an Expreſſion con- 
demned by the Council of Nice? 
_ BESIDES if the Addition of the Words vox 
ficut caeteras Creaturas, be allowed to prove 
that St. Ambroſe, when he wrote this Para- 
graph, Arrius Dicit Creaturam Dei Fili- 
um Oc. did not deſign a Comment upon 
the Clauſe 4 xm, nor knew of any ſuch 
Clauſe in the Anathematiſms; I will nor 
undertake to fecure him from the Danger 
of à ſtronger Suſpicion concerning his Inte- 
grity, than many of thoſe which have 
been raiſed againſt Athanaſius, And as it 


18 
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is utterly Inconſiſtent with St. Ainbroſe“s 
known Character, to ſuppoſe him Capa- 
ble of deſiring to make his Readers be- 
lieve, that the Council of Nzce had con- 
demned an Expreſſion, which he knew 
they had not condemned; fo any Account 
of this Matter, which 1505 or In- 
ſinuates any thing like it, is for that Rea- 
ſon very Improbable, and the Account 
which guards againſt it, which I think 
none effectually does or can do but that 
which I have given, is alſo, for that Rea- 
ſon, ſtill the more Probable. x 
THESE are all the Objections, which 
I think can poſlibly be made againſt the 


2 Concluſion 1 have drawn from St. Am- 


broſes Comment upon the Anathematized 
Expreſſions. I have propoſed them as 
Clearly, and as Strongly, as 1 couid have 
done if my Deſign had been, not to de- 
fend, but ro convict, Athanaſius; and I 
have examined them as Impartially, as 1 
could have done, if I had nor been ar all 
concerned in this Diſpute. All I fear is, 
that I have dwelt too long upon them, 
and anſwered them much more Largely 
than they Deſerved: but St. Ambro/e's Teſta- 
3 mony is in this Caſe ſo very Valuable and 
'} Remarkable upon many accounts, that I 
Was willing to make it as Evident and 
Unexceptionable as I could, | 


M 4 HOW- 
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HOWEVER, I find I muſt bemoreTedi- 
ous ſtill, for there is juſt now come to 
w Hands very Opportunely a New Book 
0 


yours, called 4 Collection of Ancient 


Monuments, in which you have Reprinted 
and Improved this Charge of Forgery againſt 
Athanaſius; and it happens very conveni- 
ently that this Caſe of St. Ambroſe is ho- 
noured with your Firſt Improvement, which 
I ſhall fer down and conſider at large. 

_ ONLT it muſt here be Noted, that when 
in the following Explication of the ſe- 
veral Anathema s, he in the place of 


the Spurious Clauſe mentions the Arians as 


having falſely aſſerted that the Son was a 


Creature, but not as the other Creatures, 
he ſeems to Hint at Somewhat which now 


does not appear in any Copy. Perhaps ſome 
Attempted to haveprocur'd the Condemnation 


Ip 246 
* 


of Some Such Atian Expreſſion in this Place, 


but failed; whence a Handle was taken by 
Athanaſius to make this Interpolation after- 
ward *. This, I confeſs, is an Improve- 


ment upon Athanaſius convicted of Forgery, | 


but a very needleſs one, in my opinion; 
of this fort of Demonſtrations built upon 
Seeming Hints, and Somewhats, and Per- 
haps's, we had a pretty tolerable Number 
before, without this, tufficient I think to 


. — 
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let us ſee if we can ſpy out any Senſe 
through this ſtrange Miſt of Words. 
1. IN the firſt place you ſay he ſeems to 
hint at ſomewhat which now does not 
appear in any Copy. This he cannot poſ- 
ibly ſeem to do upon any other account than 
one of theſe three, either becauſe he docs 
not ſay Creatum but Creaturam, or becauſe 
he ſubjoyns non ſicut caeteras creaturas, 
or becauſe his whole Comment upon this 
Article is taken up with that Additional 
Clauſe; all which Objections have been 
largely anſwered already. And therefore, 
: as this ſeeming Hint is the ſole Foundati- 
on of the long Perhaps which follows it, 
2? your whole Suppoſition falls to the ground 
at once without any farther trouble. 
; 2. BUT leſt you ſhould take it ill, that ſo 
'? Notable an Improvement ſhould not be 
thought to deſerve a more Particular Exa- 
mination; 1 proceed to Conſider what 
this ſomewhat was, which is ſeemingly 
3 hinted at by St. Ambroſe, and now does 
3 mot appear in any Copy. Jo diſcover this, 
3 you have advanced the following moſt 
, 3 Sagacious Conjecture : Perhaps ſome at- 
. 3 tempted to have procurd the Condemnati- 
on of ſome ſuch Arian Expreſſion in this 
> 3 place, but failed. Here by ſome ſuch A- 
tian Expreſſion you muſt certainly mean an 
3 e agg which the word Created or 
Creature was in ſome Manner or other ap- 
ory | plied 
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plied to our Saviour : but what this Ex- 


preſſion was or could be, I ſhould be very 
glad to be informed. ge. FAS 


WAS it ) xm5y, the Diſputed Clauſe ? 
Then your Argument contradicts and de- 


ſtroys it ſelf; for this does now appear in 
ſeveral Copies, by your own Confeſſion, 


WAS it xmoua Ci ws & F xmud- 


Toy, Creaturam non ſicut caeteras Creatu- 
ras? This J cannot eaſily believe that any 
body did, or would, or could upon any rea- 
ſonable Motive, propoſe to the Council with 


a Deſign fo procure the Condemnation of it 
in this Place. For thoſe who are ſuppoſed to 


have attempted this, and failed, muſt certain- 
ly be the Warmeſt Men againſt the Ari- 
ans in the whole Council; and therefore 


it is highly Probable, that they would 


have firſt attempted to get the word xmay 
or xmous Condemned, as it was firſt uſed 
by the Arians, without taking any notice 
of the Palliation added afterwards to qua- 
lify the harſhneſs of that Shocking Ex- 
preſſion. And if they had failed in this 
attempt, there was no Poſlibility left for 
them to hope that the Council, which did 
not think it Blaſphemous to call our Sa- 
viour 4 Creature, could think it Blaſ- 
phemous ro ſay He was @ Creature, 
but not as One of the Other Crea- 
tures. Beſides we are very well aſ- 
ſured, that the Arians could upon occaſi- 

N | On 


2 
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on make ſoftening Additions to the other 
condemned Expreſſions, and yet we ſee the 
Council has not given us any of thoſe 
Palliations in the Anathemas; and can 
we think that theſe Violent Party-men, in 
a Propoſal, which was too Extravagant 
for the Council to come into, could be 
more Moderate and Favourable to the A- 
7:415, in the Heat of their Zeal, than that 
100 Council, which rejected this Propo- 
ſal of theirs, was in their Cool Determinati- 
ons? And after all, if they did attempt to 
procure the Inſertion of this Expreſſion in- 
to the Anathemas, this was not, I think, 
the Proper Place for that Purpoſe. The 
Method obſerved in Compoſing the Ana- 
thematiſms was plainly and viſibly this, 
firſt to ſet down thoſe Expreſſions which 
made up a Compleat Sentence of them- 
ſelves, as w mr or: 8x , and the like; 
and then to joyn the ſhorter Expreſſions 
together by the Particle , and make one 
Sentence of them, that T us Y 3: might 
not be needleſsly repeated, but ſerve at 
once for them all. Now the Clauſe we 
arc conſidering is longer than any one in 
the Anathemas, and therefore it is not 
very Reaſonable to ſuppoſe, that any 
body in the Council would attempt to ger 
it inſerted in this place, in the middle of 
the Sentence made up by the ſhort Ex- 
preſſions. 1 

BUT 
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BUT fince zvoua 8 os bv TW xmoudmwy 
could not, let us ſee whether vH, ws 27 
FT xmTquaTwy could be the Arian Expreſſion, 
propoſed to be condemned, but rejected. 
Propoſed, I think, it could not reaſon- 
ably be, becauſe it was uſed by very few 
of the Arians, and diſowned by Aris 
himſelf: And Rejected, I am ſure, it could 
not be, unleſs as perfectly Needleſs, and 
already virtually condemned in the other 
Anathemarized Expreſſions; for I believe 
even you your ſelf, as Timorous as 
you think the Council of Nice was, will 
not venture to ſay that they durſt not con- 
demn an Expreſſion which was condemn- 
ed by ſeveral Arian Councils. _ 

THESE three are all the Noted Arian : 
Expreſſions I can recollect, in which the word * 
Created was applied to our Saviour: and 


though 1 will not truſt my Memory ſo far 1 


as to affirm, that there were no other ſuch Ex- 
preſſonsin uſe among them; yet this will 


venture to ſay, that no other can be In- 


vented, which will not fall in with one of 
theſe. Since therefore none of theſe Three 
will ſuit with your Conjecture, I ſhall pre- 
ſume to ſet it aſide, as Groundleſs and 


Falſe. It may not be Improper how- } 
ever to Obſerve farther, as another Ar- 
gument againſt this Conjecture of yours, 


that it depends entirely upon the Sup po- 
ſition, that St. Ambroſe did not act ſincere- 
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ly in this affair. That this is a Neceſſary 
Suppoſition in your Scheme, is too Obvi- 
otis to need any Proof: That it is a Sup- | 
poſition Abfurd enough to overturn any L 
Scheme, which cannot ſtand without it, 8 
every unprejudiced man muſt allow, if he 
knows any thing of St. Ambroſe's Life and 
Character. 
3. BUT St. Ambroſe, I find, is not a- 
buſed Alone : Athanaſius muſt be brought 
in for His ſhare, whatever comes of it; 
for thus you conclude this moſt Important 
| [2 Improvement, Whence a Handle was taken 
. 3 by Athanaſeus to make this Interpolation 
, 2 afterward. And do you really believe 
nov that this is any Confirmation of your 
Charge againſt Athanaſius? Can you 
think it the more Probable, that Arha- 
naſius made this Interpolation, becauſe 
3 ſome had invain aftempred to have procur d 
3 the Condemnation of ſome ſuch ArianExpreſ- 
3 ſoon in this Place? Mult not this Un- 
2 ſucceſsful Arrempr neceſſarily make it the 
more knownand talkt of, and much more 
likely to be remembered, that the Council 
of Nice had not condemned any ſuch Ex- 
2 preſhon? Would not the Arians and Eu- 
23 /ebians continually object to the Orthodox, 
that they had deſerted the Council they 
2 pretended to follow, and boldly condemn- 
ed ͤa Scriptural Expreſſion, which their ad- 
mired Council of Nice neither did nor 
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durſt condemn, but rather by refuſing to 


condemn it, did in effect declare their Ap- 
probation of it? Would not this betheir 


Conſtant Language pon all Occaſions? 
And did not the Orthodox give them Oc- 


caſion to uſe it every day, by affirming 


that our Saviour was not Created, and that 


it was no leſs than Blaſphemy in them to 
fay He was? Could there ever be a Diſ- 
pute, either Publick or Private, either in 
Writing or by way of Conference, in which 


thoſe Arians who were preſent at the 


Council of Nice would not have frequent 


Opportunities to preſs this upon the A. 
thanaſians? Can we ſuppoſe that they 
would ever let {lip any Opportunity of 
Defending themſelves by an Argument ſo 
ſtrong, and at the ſame time ſo very Op- 
probrious to their Adverſaries, as the Au- 
thority of the Council of Nice it ſelf? Þ 
Muſt not all this neceſſarily make it as No- 
torious to the whole Chriſtian World that 
the Council of Nice had refuſed to con- 
demm the term Created, as that there ever was 
ſuch a Council called and aſſembled? And is 
it not a Neceſſary Conſequence of this, 
that Athanaſius s Interpolation muſt Una - 
voidably be Detected as ſoon as ever He 
had made it? And did He then tate 4 
Handle to make this Interpolation from the 
utter Impoſſibility of Succeſs, from the 
certain Proſpect of Inevitable Ruin, 
from 


— 
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from ſuch an Incident as would have 
immediately determined Him againſt 
it, though he had been before diſ- 
poſed to do it upon any other Mo- 
tive? This was certainly the Strangeſt 
Handle that ever any Man fook in 
his right Senſes, except perhaps the 
Handle you take here to ſtrengthen the 
Probability of the Charge you have brought 
againſt Athanaſius from this Suppoſition 
of yours. Any other Man in the World 
but Mr. Mhiſton and Athanaſius would 
have drawn a contrary Concluſion 
from theſe Premiſes : But, it ſeems, 
every thing has two Handles, according 
to the Old Philoſopher; and why might 
not the Unlearned and Bold Athanaſius 
tale the thing by the wrong Handle, as 
well as the Learned and Modeſt Mr. 
» > WAHISTON? 3 
I Us we ſee in this ſhort Note there 
are Three Conjectures, the Firſt of which 
is Groundleſs and Falſe, the Second is 
dran from the Firſt, and therefore Ground- 
leſs though it followed rightly from the Firſt, 
it does not follow from it and therefore 
would be ſtill Groundleſs though the 
2 Firſt ſhould be True, and is alſo in it ſelf 
2 Improbable and Unreaſonable; the Third 
is drawn from the Second and therefore 
SGroundleſs, is Abſurd in it ſelf to the Laſt 
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Degree, and is fo far from being a Conſe- 
1 quence 


192 An Anſwer to the Charge of 
quence of the Second, that the contrary 
may with much Greater Reaſon be dedu- 
ced from it. And this is the Formidable 
Specimen you have given us of the Improve- 
ments we are to expect in the Courſe of 
this Demonſtration. | N 

II 3s now high time to proceed to your 
Next Witneſs: but as 1 dare not preſume 
to hope that the Cenſure of Tediouſneſs 
has not paſſed upon me already, I find it is 
with me as with other Offenders, Deſpair of 
Pardon gives me a ſtrong Temptation to 
perſevere in my Fault, and add one Obſerva- 
tion more upon this Head, as a Probable 
Collateral Argument, though perhaps not 
of it ſelf a Diſtinct and Full Proof, that St. 
Ambroſe knew the Council of Nice had con- 
demned the Term Created. It is drawn from 
the following Paſſage in his Famous Epiſtle 
to the Emperor YValentinian : Cum iis plane 
bene convenit Arriano, qui Creaturam Chriſ- | 
tum dicit, quod etiam Gentiles & yudaei 
prompt iſſime confitentur. Hoc ſcriptum eſt 
in Ariminenſi Hnodo, meritoque Concilium 
Hud Exhorreo, ſequens Tractatum Conci- 
lit Nicaeni, a quo me nec mors, nec gladius 
poterit ſeparare*, Here he ſays, he abhors 
the Council of Rimini for allowing out 
Saviour to be called a Creature or Crea 
ted Being; then he gives the Reaſon Why 
he abhors them for it, which is no other! ? 
Cp. Ed. Bened. Toni. 2. p. 862. e 
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ſtill Plainer. 
ly and Probably drawn from the Paſſage 
before us, upon che Suppoſition that the 
Word Tractatus ſignifies here nothing 


ſtands it *, 
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than his Firm Adherence to the Council 
of Nice. And from this I think it may 
be Probably concluded, that St. Ambroſe 
knew that the Council of Nice had pro- 
nounced a Solemn Anathema againſt all 
thoſe who ſhould uſe this Expreſſion of 
our Blefled Saviour ; and therefore, in 
Conſequence of his Great Veneration for 
the Nicene Fathers, and his Fixed Principle 
to keep cloſe to their Determinations, he 
could not but abhor and deteſt all thoſe 
who, by 8 this Expreſſion, or allow- 
ing the Uſe of it, ſnewed their Contempt 
of that Council, and ſtood Condemned 
and Anathematized by it. 

BUT perhaps the Caſe may be made 
All this I think may be fair- 


more than Concilium Epiſcoporum, in quo 
de rebus Ecclefiaſticis Tractatur, a Coun- 
eil or an Aſſembly of Biſhops in which Ec- 


eleſiaſtical Affairs are treated of. Thus I 


confeſs the Learned Du Freſne under- 
and I muſt alfo confeſs that 
of the many Different Senſes in which it 
is uſed by Ecclefiaftical Writers, I do not 

find that there is any other produced ei- 


ther by Du Freſne, or any other Lexico- 


8 
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| grapher, 


194 An Anſwer to the Charge of 
grapher, which it can poſlibly bear in 
this place: But what if we ſhould ſup- 
poſe that Tractatus Concilii Nicaeni means 
the Written Decrees of that Council? 
Traftatores, though it generally ſigniſies 
Commentators and Expoſitors of Scripture, 
is yet uſed by St. Ferom for Authors in 
general; and if the Writers were Tracta- 
Tores, their Books might certainly be called 
Tractatus, Tracts or Treatiſes; and if ſo, 
why might not the ſame word be as 
properly applied to any thing Written 
and Compoſed = an Aſſembly, as by 
a ſingle Author? Tractatoria, as I learn 
from Du Freſne, is uſed more than once 
by St. Auſtin, to ſignify a Synodical 
Epiſtle written to promulge a — 
of Ex communication; and why then 
may not Tractatus here ſignify the Sy- 
nodical Epiſtle of the Council of Nice, 
in which the Sentence of Excommunica- | 
tion given againſt Arius and his Followers 
is promulged, or the Creed and Anathe- |: 
mas in which that Sentence is pronoun- | 
ced? The Unknown Author under the | 
Name of Praedeſtinatus uſes the Word 
Tractatus for a Confeſſion of Faith made 
by a ſingle Biſhop; and why might 
it not be uſed as well for a Creed or Con- 
feſſion made by 300? But it is needleſs to 
inſiſt farther upon Analogy and General 
Probabilities; ſince the Word is punk 4 
uled 7 
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uſed in the Senſe I contend for by St. Am- 
broſe himſelf in the following Noted Paſ- 
ſage: Haec cum lecta eſſet Epiſtola in 
Concilio Nicaeno, hoc verbum in Tractatu 
Fidet poſuerunt Patres, quia id viderunt 
Adverſariis eſſe Formidint*, Here it is 
plain beyond all Poſſibility of Contra- 
diction, that Tractatus Fidei means nothing 
more than the Nicene Creed and its A- 
nathemas; the ſame which a little lower in 
this Chapter he calls Librum Sacerdotalem, 
an Expreſſion which you have pro- 
poſed to the Conſideration of the Learn- 
ed, with a Large Context, as a Paſ- 
ſage monſtrouſly difficult to be under- 
ſtood, which muſt either be applied to your 
Conſtitutions, or elſe you cannot at all tell 
what it means T. But this by the by. 
What I would obſerve from the word 
Tractatus is, that if it be allowed to have 
the ſame Senſe in St. Ambroſe's Epiſtle to 
Valentinian, as it has in his Book De Fide, 
it will be ſtill more clear, that he knew 
the Council of Nice had Condemned the 
term Created; For, unleſs he had directly 
told us he knew it in ſo many words, he 
could not eaſily have expreſſed himſelf _ 
more plainly than he does upon this Sup- 

3 polition. I abhor thoſe, ſays he, who allow 
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* De Fide l. 111. c. 15. p. 518. 
I Eſſay on the Conſtitut. p. 604. 
N 2 our 


196 An Anſwer to the Charge of 
our Saviour co be called 4 Creature, fol- 
lowing the Determinations of the Coun- 
cil of Nice in their Creed and Anathemas ; 
which, in the moſt Obvious and Natural 
Senſe of the Words, without the Leaſt 
Force or Straining, may be fairly Para- 
me thus: I am firmly reſolved to ad- 
ere cloſely to the Decrees of the Council of 
Nice, and upon that Principle 1 abhor and 
Anathematize all thoſe, who preſume to 
juſtify or permit the Uſe of this Blaſphe- 
mous Expreſſion, ſo -ſolemnly forbidden 

and Condemned by that Council. 
BUT though Tractatus Concilii Nicae- 
ni ſhould be underſtood to mean nothing 
more than the Council of Nice, even in 
that caſe I cannot ſee how he could have 
ſaid that he abhorred the Council of Ri- 
mini forallowing our Saviour to be called a 
Created Being, in Conſequence of his Ad- 
herence to the Council of Nice, if he had 
known that this Council did not inſert the 
Mord Created into their Anathemas, but ra- 
ther, by omitting it, did Direftly avoid its 
Condemnation. It may be Objected indeed, 
that as the Council of Rimini forbad |: 
the uſe of Hou Ws % TY *, ͥ || 
and therefore did not explicitly allow |: 
our Saviour to be called 4 Creature, but 
only by Implication ; ſo St. Ambroſe |? 
might underſtand the Nicene Creed |: 
and Anathemas in the fame ma 1 
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and mean no more than that the Word Crea- 
ted was virtually condemned by the Council 
of Nice in the Anathematized Expreſſions 
of the ſame Nature and Import. But be- 
ſides that this Obje&ion proceeds only a- 
gainſt the Suppoſition ofa Neceſſary Conſe- 
quence in the Argument I have propoſed, 
which is ſeldom or never to be expected in 
ſuch Caſes, and was not ſo much as pre- 
tended to in this; Could St. Ambroſe 
poſlibly ſay that in abborring thoſe who call 
our Saviour 4 Created Being he followed the 


Council of Nice, if he knew that the Coun- 


ci] had not declared their Abhorrence of this 
Expreſſion, or thoſe who uſed it, but ra- 
ther, by avoiding this Declaration, did in ef- 
fect allow the Uſe of it? He might very 
well fay he followed the Council of Nice 


in ebhorring ſuch as that Council had A- 


nathematized : but to abhor and anathema- 
tize thoſe whom that Council did not a- 
nathematize, but rather by refuſing to con- 
demn them after a full Examination, did 
directly pronounce them to be Innocent; 
this is not yer the Council, but op- 

poſing and Contradicting it. 3 


IX. YOUR Ninth Witneſs, the Un- 
known Author of a Work De Fide Ortho- 
doxa contra Arianos, inſerted both among 
Ambroſe's and Nazianzen's Works, begins, 
you ſay, with the Nicene Creed, and its 
N 3 Ana- 
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198 An Anſwer to the Charge of 
Anathemas, but wholly omits the Clauſe 


before us. 


THE, Criticks ſeem to be generally a- 
greed, and I think with very good rea- 


ſon, that this Work is not Nagiangen's; 


and if it be St. Ambroſe's, we have ſeen al- 
ready, that ihe Clauſe before us was in the 
Copy of the Anathematiſms which he 
had by him, and conſequently that it 
ought to be in this Copy: But if VHigilius 


' T hapſitanus, as you call him, was the Au- 


thor of this Fork, according to Father 
Chifflet, you have very providently polled 


one of your Witneſſes twice over. Be- 
ſides as this Treatiſe ſtands among St. Am- 

broſe's Works,there is no Copy of the Creed 
or Anathemas prefixed to it, as you pretend. 
The Benedictin Edition of Ambroſe, I per- 
ceive, led you into this miſtake. Thoſe Dili- 
gent Editors indeed have printed this Little 


Tra& with the Creed, and Preface, and 
ſhort Concluſion, which are added to it, 
as is given us among Nazianzen's Works. 


But it ſeems you was in ſuch Violent Haſt, 


that you could not find time to conſult 
their Admonition, which lay open before 


your Eyes, when you too the pains to ſearch 


out this Teſtimony : otherwiſe you might 
perhaps have been ſatisfied, that the Creed 
and Preface were not added from any MS 


or Printed Edition; but in all Probability 


for the ſame Reaſon as they were added b 
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Chifflet * (viz.) that no body might com- 
plain, that They had omitted any thing in 
their Appendix, which had the leaſt rela- 
tion to their Author. A Bad Edition of a 
Book has ſometimes led very Learned 
Writers into ſuch Miſtakes, as a Man e- 
very way Inferior to them might eaſily 

correct, by the help of a better Edition: 
but this is the firſt Inſtance I have met 
with, where the Beſt Edition of a Book 
led Three Learned and Fudicions Perſons 
into ſuch a miſtake, as the worſt Edition 
could not have led any Man into, though 
never ſo Ignorant and Injudicious. 

AND after all, whoever was the Author 
of this Work, or of the Introduction ad- 
ded toit; this is Certain, that the Copy 
ſet before that Introduction cannot be of 
the leaſt Uſe or Authority in the Preſent 
Debate; ſince, beſides many other Omiſ- 

ſions and Variations from the Common 
Copies, it omits fifteen Words together 
as well as the Diſputed Clauſe, and thoſe 
too the very Words which ſhould ſtand 
immediately before it. | 
X. RUFINUS, the Earlieſt of the Ec- 
cleſiaſtical Hiſtorians after Euſebius, has 
a Compleat Copy of the Nicene Creed and 
its Anathemas ; but no ſign of this Clauſe. 


—_ 


— — 


* Nequid a nobis praetermiſſum queri poſſit ſtudioſus 
Lector, quod ad Vigilium pertineat. Vindic. p. 61. 5 
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THIS Early Hiſtorian, it is confeſſed, 
in our Preſent Editions, has not the 
Diſputed Clanſe, among ſeveral other Va- 
riations from the Beſt Copies; bur that 
he has no ſign it, is not altogether 
ſo certain. Ter)» aut Convertibilem vel 
Demutabilem, looks a little Suſpiciouſly. 


What Occaſion was there for el 


in this Place? Is it a Word of the Laſt 
Importance, that it ſhould be thus Diſtin- 


3 


| e above all the other Condemned 


xpreſſions? ls it fo very Difficult or Am- 


biguous a Word, as to make it neceſſary 
for Rufinus to ſer it before his Tranſlation 
of it, that his Readers might judge for 
themſelves whether he had given the true 
Senſe of it or not? For theſe Reaſons 
Tranſlators ſometimes retar the Words 


of the Original in their Verſions, but 
neither of theſe Reaſons will hold here. 


Tee is only a Conſequence of , and 
as Inconſiderable a Word as any in the A- 
nathemas, and as eaſy a Word, and of a 
Signification as Determinate, as any in the 
Language. There cannot therefore, I think, 
be any Reaſon given, why ſo Experienced 
a Tranſlator as Rufinus ſhould ſo Cautiouſ- 
ly retain this Word. But if we ſuppoſe 
him to have written zm@v aut Convertibi- 
lem vel Demutabilem, ſome Account may 
be given of the Matter. Kmgy was a 
Word of the greateſt Importance in that 
Mt Con- 
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I Auguſt. c. Adv. Leg. L. I. c. 23. T. 6. p. 254. 
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Controverſy, and indeed the Hinge upon 
which the Diſpute turned. Neither was it 


of fo very Determinate a Signification, 


much leſs was Creatum, by which in all 
Probability he muſt have rendered it; for 
the word Creare very often in theBeſt Roman 
Authors, and in the Latin Fathers, ſigni- 
fies to beget *, as Procreation now with 
us; and otherwiſe too, according to St. 
AnſtinÞ, does not reach the Notion of 
vg, as rather ſignifying to make, ex eo 
quod erat, whereas the other properly ſig- 


20 erat. | - \ 
IF any man be ſo little acquainted with 
theſe matters as to ask or wonder, how 
x75 could be afterwards changed into 
Te:#oy, as it now ſtands; 1 anſwer, that 
the two Words are not ſo very Unlike, but 
that the One might very eaſily get into the 
other's place, by the Afliſtance of the 
two Following Words aut Convertibilem 
which might put the Tranſcriber in mind 
of Tp:Mo, whilſt he was perhaps ſtudying 
to read xm, and the Particle aut might 
confirm him in his Opinion by making 


* Quanquam Latinae Linguae Conſuetudine dicatur aliquan- 


- do Creare pro eo quod eſt Gignere. Auguſt. de Fide & Symb, 


c. 4. p. 62. T. 3. Ed. Lov, Creatus eſt (Chriſtus ſc.) de ea 
quam Creavit. Id. Serm. 25. de Diverſ. T. 10. p. 527. —Crea- 
tus eft, non id ipſum ſonat in Latino Sermone quod Graeco; 
Creatio quippe apud nos Generatio vel Nativitas dicitur. Hie- 
ron. Com. in c. 4. Epiſt. ad Epheſ. T. 4. col. 37 2. | 

+ Creari autem, ex eo quod erat condi aliquid vel Conſtitui. 


Con- 
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Convertibilem look like a Tranſlation of 
the Greek Word immediately preceding. 
This Account is ſtrengthened and con- 
firmed not only by the Great Improbabi- 
lity of the Contrary Suppoſition, but alſo 
by a Parallel Inſtance in Socrates's Copy of 
Alexander's Epiſtle to all the Biſhops of 
the Catholick Church, in which the Ari 
ans are ſaid to have given the followir 

Anſwer to a Queſtion put to them: N 

Juv?) Ferne  Puoras ea ens 1, Fes d- 
mages). Here there is no need of an 
Great Critical Sagacity to diſcoyer at fir 
ſight, that the True Reading is not gls, 


but *m@s, according to Athanaſius and Ge- 


laſius, in their Copies: of this Epiſtle, 


which Reading Valeſius approves of in his 


Note upon the Place, and ſuits his Tranſ- 
lation to it, though he retains the word 


Temes in his Text, for want of Authority 


from the MSS to alter it, as I ſuppoſe ; for 
if he had found xs in any of his Copies, 


he would certainly have told us of it in or- 


der to eſtabliſh and confirm his Con- 
jecture. It is evident therefore in fact, 


that xh has in ſome MSS been changed 


into run, and conſequently that it is no 
Unreaſonable Suppoſition in the pre- 
ſent Caſe. This however I will ven- 
ture to affirm, that many times neither 
ſo Probable an Account as this, nor 
indeed any Account at all, can be 

: 1 given 


PET 
3 


PE 1 
3 
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iven for Alterations, which we are yet 


fully aſſured have been made in Antient 
Authors. And this, I think, may ſuffice to 


| ſhew, that you was a little too Haſty, 


when you affirmed fo Poſitively, that Ra- 
finus has no ſign of this Clauſe. = M0 
XI. THE African Copy of this Creed 
and its Anathemas, brought from the 
Council of Nice by Caecilian then Biſhop 
of Carthage, and ſolemnly read in a Fa- 
mous Council held at that place after- 
ward; nay, and publickly inſerted into its 
Acts; has not a Syllable of this Clauſe. 
THAT Caecilian's Copy was a True One, 
as alſo the Tranſcript taken from it and 


g inſerted into the Original Acts, we can 


have no reaſon to doubt: but that the two 
Copies in the Preſent Latin and Greek Acts 
are ſo, we have almoſt as little reaſon to 
believe. For in the firſt place the Greek 
Copy omits the word dj, Ne. 1. (2) 
AKC oy NF Ty TuTEP0S, x is in- 


ſerted Ne. 34. (3) In the Anathematiſms 
Ne. 41. the word vs is omitted. (4) Ne. 
45. inſtead of ev we have aes Ty. (5) 
N.. 49. we have d ws for entexs. (6) b 
” Tozorws ) is omitted Ne. 50. (7) Inſtead 


of odoxo , we have Atoms Ne. 52. (8) 


ch is omitted Ne. 53. (9) Inſtead of 


TpeMoy Y @GAAoaT0Y , we have NN 


5 1 TperToy, Ne. 55. Beſides as many 
= other Variations from your True Copy. 


Some 
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Some of theſe indeed may perhaps be 


thought excuſable in a Tranſlation, but 
the moſt Material of them are out of the 
Benefit of this Excuſe ; and the rather be. 
cauſe this Tranſlation differs from the 
Pretended Latin Original in almoſt as ma- 
ny points, as thoſe I have enumerated in 
which it differs from the other Greek Co. 
2 And as for the Latin Copy it ſelf, 


elides the Difference betwixt it and the 


Greek Tranſlation ſuppoſed to have been 
taken from it ſo long ago, and ſome other 
Variations from theCommonCopies, which 
I ſhall not ſtay to inſiſt upon particular- 
ly; we have in the firſt place the words de 
Spiritu Sancta inſerted N'. 22. which are 


notoriouſly Spurious, and acknowledged 


only by two Extravagantly Interpolated 
Copies, and the tu] Creeds Like the Ni. 
cene in Epiphanius. (2) Wehave a whole 


Clauſe inſerted Ne. 29. Sedet ad Dexte- 


ram Patris. (3) In the ſame place the word 
Inde is inſerted before venturus, without 
the Authority of any Greek Copy. (4) 
Ne, 47. Efje, the word which ought 


to ſtand immediately before the Diſ- 


puted Clauſe, is omitted. (5) Ne. 48. 
Inſtead of convertibilem aut mutabilem, 


we have mutabilem & convertibilem. It 


appears therefore, that neither the Latin 
nor the Greek is a True Copy of the Ni- 
cene Creed, and conſequently thatj we can 
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not learn from them, what was or was 


not in Caecilian's Cys which was un- 
doubtedly True and Exa 
haps it might not deſerve the odd Title 


ct, though per- 


of an Original Copy, which you have be- 
ſtowed upon it, any more than theſe Pre- 
tended Tranſcripts from it deſerved the 
Great dolemnity, with which you have intro- 
duced them, for the ſame reaſon, I ſup- 
poſe, and with the ſame ſucceſs, as other Di- 
ligent Sollicitors have ſometimes, to the 
Great Diverſion of the Audience, dreſſed up 
an Ordinary Witneſꝭ in the Habit of a Gen- 
tleman, when the Evidence he was to give 
plainly diſcovered the Ridiculous Artifice. 
XII, XIII. AT the ſame Council of 
Carthage, you ſay, here the Pope of 
Rome had ſo Early pleaded a Forged Ca- 
non of the Council of Nice for Appeals 
to Rome, and endeavoured to bring the 
African Churches under his power thereby ; 


4 ſolemn. Meſſage was ſent to two of the 


Patriarchal Churches of Conſtantinople 
and Alexandria, for Authentick Tranſcripts 
of the Creed and Canons of the Council 


„ Nice, as they appeared in their Ar- 


chives. Which Churches Soon returned © 


them ſuch authentick Copies; and they 
were both found exattly to agree with 
their own Copy, brow he 

Caecilian; and, by Conſequence, had not 
the Clanſe before us. So that three of 


ft from Nice by 


the 
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the moſt Famous Churches of the World, 
who had every one of them Original Co. 


pres of the Acts of the Council of Nice, and 


among them that of Conſtantinople very near 
Nice it ſelf; and that of Alexandria, the 
Seat of Athanaſius, are moſt Plain At- 
teſtations againſt it. a 

I AM not at all Concerned in the Pope's 


Diſpute with the African Churches, nor 


in the Controverſies it has occaſioned a- 
mong the Learned; for, I ſuppoſe, you 


will not pretend that Athanaſius forged 


this Canon for the Pope's Uſe. I am not 
more concerned to enquire, whether this 
was the ſame Council, which is mention- 
ed in the foregoing Article; or how long 


it was before tuo of the Patriarchal 


Churches of Conſtantinople and Alexan- 
dria returned them ſuch Authentick Co- 
pes; or whether it be poſſible, that zhree 
Churches ſhould every one of them have 
the Original Acts, or that any one Church 
ſhould have an Original Copy of them, 
or any thing elſe. There is another Point 
too, which you ſeem to lay ſome ſtreſs up- 
on, and that is the Diſtance betwixt Con- 


ſtantinople and Nice it ſelf, which I think 


is as little ro the purpoſe, as any of the 
other. When the Biſhops broke up from 
the Council of Nice, do you think that 
choſe who had the leaſt way to go, took 
with them more Exact Copies of the 
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Determinations they had agreed to, than 
thoſe who were farther from home? Or 
that the Nicene Creed had ſuch a ſtrange 
Tendency to be corrupted upon the Road, 
that it could not be carried far from Nice 
vithout Great Danger of looſing its Ex- 
actneſs by the way? But to come to your 
Main Point. 1 
THE Copies ſent from Conſtan- 
: _—_ and Alexandria, you ſay, were 
| bot ae exactiy to agree with Caecili- 
an's Copy; and, by conſequence, had not the 
| Clauſe before us. The African Biſhops in- 
dee, in their Letter to the Pope, affirm that 
in the Copies ſent them from Alexandria 
and Conſtantinople they cannot find the 
Canon, upon which he builds his Claim; 
and at the end of the Copy of the Creed 
ſuppoſed to come from one of thoſe 
Churches, it is ſaid, that the Canons an- 
need to it were the ſame which had been 
Z written out before (which Bp. Beveridge 
makes to be a Note of Zonaras's) But I 
do not ſee that it is any where ſaid in the 
Codex Canonum Eccleſiae Africanae, that 
the Copies of the Creed, which came from 
thoſe Churches were found exactly to a- 
eree with their own; or that the Whole 
Acts, as you call them, including the Creed 
and Anathemas, were found, upon Com- 
pariſon, to agree ſo exadlly with thoſe, 
which Caccilian brought from Nice. 5. 
1 ther 


ther had they any Occaſion to make ſuch 
a Compariſon, or to collate fo much as 
the Copies of the Canons with their 
oon, any farther than barely co ſee, whe- 
ther that Canon, which the Pope had 
quoted upon them, was Genuin or Spu- 
rious, which could not but appear im- 
mediately upon the moſt Negligent View. 
- YOUR Con ſequence comes next to be 
Conſidered, which depends not only upon 
the foregoing Propoſition, but alſo upon 
the Suppoſition that Caecilian s Copy had 
not this Clauſe: But we have already ſeen, 
that you have not proved, nor can prove, 
that Caecilians Copy had not this Clauſe; K 
and, by Conſequence, your Concluſion is 
Precarious and logical  _ 5 
BUT I wonder that you ſhould con- 
tent your ſelf with ſuch an Uncertain De-. 
duction as this, when the very Page in 
Bp. Beveridge's Synodicon lay open before 
you, which preſented you with the Co- 
py which is ſuppoſed to have been 
brought from one of theſe Churches. But 
that Copy, though the Diſputed Clauſe 
be omitted, will ſoon appear to be ſo lit-F 
tle for your Advantage in this point, that 
vou will find, I believe, no great Reaſon 
to repent, that you did not inſiſt upon it. | 
For in the firſt Place the word nary ib 
omitted Ne. 1. (2) Ne. 21, The Clauſe 
ww Te 01 Td Beard 3% we oy TH i, is omitted 
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which is Indiſputably Genuin, and omit- 
ted in no other Copy but one, and that 
Intolerably Faulty. (3) Ne: 22. It omits 
T8s apt. (4) Ne. 23. the word 2%, is 
omitted. ( 5) Nè. 32. the words Tj rey Hege. 
are omitted. (6) We have x, r inſerted 
Ne. 34. (7) In the Anathemas Ne, 41. inftead 
of are we have xazets. (8) The Clauſe 4 
Tem yen 8x w is entirely omitted, No. 46. 
(9) Noe. 53. $anora; wa the words im- 
mediately before the Diſputed Clauſe, 
are omitted with it; Beſides ſome other 
leſs Conſiderable Faults. And the Agree- 
ment betwixt this Copy, and that which 
you would have to be Caec:tian's Copy, is ſo 
very Exact, that it docs not omit quite 
Thirty Words, which are Extant in that 
Copy, to paſs over other Variations. 
Labbe indeed, in the Codex Canonum, has 


given us a Copy, as from one of 7heſe 


Patriarchal Churches, which is not alto- 


gether ſo Imperfect as this: but they agree 


in the moſt Material Faults; and Parti- 
cularly in the Anathemas, they both read 
xaugos for mTz, and omit ; mew yen S 
% and 4oxala; eG % . | 
UPON the whole Matter, it is Evi- 
dent, that we have not the leaſt Tole- 
rable Grounds, either from the Pretended 
Agreement with Caecilian's Copy, or from 


the Omiſſion of the Clauſe in the Copies 
TI haye juſt now collated, to believe or 


Q | ſuſpect 2 
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ſuſpect, that the Copies of the Nicene Creed 
in the Archives of Conſtantinople & Alex- 
andria had not the Clauſe before us; and 
therefore, notwithſtanding all your Pre- 
oſterous Triumph, you muſt give me 
ave to ſet this Double Teſtimony 38 as of 
no Uſe or Authority in the preſent Debate. 

XIV. IN the Alls of the Council of E- 
pheſus, and in the Epiſtles and other 
Writings, which the Compiler of thoſe 
Acts has Publiſhed with them, there are 


which this Clauſe is omitted: but then 
theſe Copies neither =_ with one ano- 
ther, nor with your True Copy; one of 
them Particularly in the Old Latin Tranſ- 
lation publiſhed by Balugius (for in the 
Greek it is cut off in the beginning with 
an Cc.) omits and inſerts whole lines to- 


treat more largely. 


theſe Nicene Anathemas has indeed all 
the Condemned Expreſſions, except that 


words omitted which are in all the Co- 
pies of the Anathemas. Neither does it 
appear, that he deſigned to give an Exatf 
CPy of them: ſo far from it, that he 
fays he was diſſuaded by his Friends from 

his Firſt Intention of inſerting a Copy x 


ſeveral Copies of the Nicene Creed, in all 


gether. But of the Copies in the Acts of 
this Council I ſhall ſoon have occaſion to 


XV. SOZOMEN's Exact Account of 


an diſpute; but there are ſeveral other 


E exiſt, &c. 


TP 
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the Determinations of the Nicene Council, 
upon the Old Principle of Concealing 
Myſteries from the apy. However, 
that his Readers might not be altogether 
Ignorant of the Decrees of that Synod, 
as un x4 uma ary me, ) Fa Ty onde he 
tells them, that our Saviour was pronoun- 
ced to be Conſubſtantial with the Father, and 
thoſe Anathematized who preſumed to ſay 
there was a Duration when He did not 
XVI. In the Acts of the Council of Chal- 
cedon the Creed is ſeveral times repeated 
without this Clauſe. But what Depen- 
dance can you have upon thoſe Copies, 
when in that very Copy, which is pre- 
tended ro have been inſerted into the So- 
lemn Definition made by the whole Coun- 
cil, which therefore one would expect 
ſhould have been exactly Right, as be- 
mg to a Council which was held in 
Bithynia, almoſt 40 Words are inſerted 
which are not in your True Copy? 
XVII. I COME now to your Second 
Improvement, which is no leſs than the 
Addition of a new Teſtimony. 
CTRIL of Alexendria, the very Church 
of Athanaſius Himſelf, does alſo intirely o- 
mit this Clauſe in his Copy; and thereby 


» ſecures us, that it was not extant in the 


Century. 


Records of that Church even in the Fifth 
— = 
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UNHAPPY and Unfortunate Athana- 
ſus! You will give me leave to pity Him, 
I dare fay; ſince you cannot forbear do- 
ing it your ſelf, where there is as little 
Occaſion for it. Here indeed His Caſe is 
Deplorable enough to move Pity in an E- 
nemy, infinitely leſs Generous and Com- 
paſſionate, than 2% Reviver of Primitive 
Chriſtianity, who can condeſcend to look 
down with Great Commiſeration upon 
the Ignorance and Superſtition of the 
whole World againſt him. This Clauſe 
is moſt certainly intireiy omitted in the 
Copy you refer to; and Alexandria was 
allo moſt certainly /e very Church of 
Athanaſms Himſelf, as you have very 
Learnedly Obſerved, and moſt Emphatically 
expreſſed your Learned Obſervation. And 
is it not therefore Demonſtration that A- 
thanaſius propagated this Notorious For- 
gery over the Chriſtian World? Can any 
thing preſs harder upon Athanaſius than 
this Teſtimony of His own Church? Can 
any man be ſo Abſurd as to ſuppoſe, that 
if the Clauſe had been Genuin, it would 
not have appeared in the Archives of A- 
lexandria? Theſe are Specious Queſtions 
indeed at firſt fight ; but take in the whole 
State of the Caſe at once, and conſider 
the Particular Charge againſt Athanaſius 
as well as the Authority of the Clauſe in 
general, and then all theſe Fine CR 8 
„ 8 _ 
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will be reſolved into this, or ſomething 
not much more Rational: Can any Man 
in his Senſes be ſo Abſurd as to ſuppoſe, 
that He who would not Interpolate 
His own very Church of Alexanaria's Co- 
py, muſt not therefore neceſſarily Inter- 
| polate all the Copies He could come at, 
and ſpread His Forgery over the whole 
* Chriſtian World? But this Pleaſant Con- 
# ſequence I ſhall have occaſion to conſider 
more largely hereafter. Ti 

| IN the mean time I muſt complain 
of a Double Falſe Muſter in this Al- 
| legation. Cyrzll, it ſeems, hereby ſecures 
us, that the Clauſe was not Extant in 
the Records of the Church of Alexan- 
dria even in the Fifth Century, But 
was you not ſecure of this Before? If you 
Was not, you did not deal very fairly by 
me; for, I am ſure, you gave me your 
Word for it, and under your Hand too, 
in a Letter I had the Honour to receive 
from you above a Year ago. Was you 
not Secure of it, when you brought in 
the Church of Alexandria, the Seat of 
= Athanaſins, with ſo much Pomp and 
Triumph, as a moſt Plain Atteſtation 
* againſt the Clauſe? But perhaps you might 
have been Secure before, that Alexandria 
was the very Church of Athanaſius Him- 
* ſelf; and that this Clauſe was not extant 
in the Records of that Church; though 
. O3 you 
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you was not altogether ſo well aſſured, 
that it was not extant there even in the 
Fifth Century. No, I cannot allow ſo 
much as this; for I muſt beg leave to 
be as Politive, that the Year 429 alls under 
even the Fifth Century it ſelf, as you can 
be that Alexandria was the very Church 
of Athanaſius Himfelf. And it is farther 
Obſervable, that this Cyrill was the very 


Biſhop of Alexandria; who ſent that Copy 


of the Creed to Carthage, from which you 
had before concluded, that the Church of 
Alexandria was a moſt Plain Atteſtation 
againſ} their Patriarch Athanapus. Thus 


ut appears, that we have heard the Teſfi- 
mony of Cyrill already, to prove that #be 
Clauſe was not extant in the Records 

ibe Church of Alexandria; and therefore 


this Improvement preſents us with nothing 


but an Old Witneſs under a New Name. 


BU this is not all. For this very 
Copy of Cyrill's, which you here refer 
to, has been already alledged againſt Atha- 


naſius in this very Page, under the Article 


of the Council of Epheſus. If you think 
ſuch Teſtimonies as theſe will do you any 
Service, and make a fine Shew in the Poll, 
though they muſt certainly be rejected in 
the Scrutiny; I can oblige you with ano- 
ther of the fame Nature in this Part of 
Cyrils Works, in his Epiſtle to Neſforius 
DE Anne inferred alſo —_ 

s 
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Acts of the Council of Epheſus. But I am 
apt to think it would be more for the 
Credit, and not leſs for the Advantage, 
of your Cauſe, to content your ſelf with 
a F ngle Teſtimony from a ſingle Wit. 
neſs. 
AUBERTUS, the Editor, does not tell 
us whence he had theſe Epiſtles of Cyrill. 
De Excommunicatione, and In Symbolum 
| Nicaenum: but it is as Probable as any 
thing of this Nature can poſſibly be, that 
they were either immediately tranſcribed 
into his Edition from the Acts of the 
Council of Epheſus, or at leaſt into the 
MS, from which he took them. For in 
the firſt place, There is not the leaſt Dif- 
ference betwixt the Copies 'of the Creed 
in thoſe Epiſtles, as they ſtand among the 
Works of Cyrill, and in the As of the 
Council; and, what is ſtill more Remark- 
able, the Copy in the firſt of them has 
Kg emiyor Tus alba in the Margin, both 
in the Acts of the Council and the Works 
of Cyrill. 2. It is highly Probable, to ſay 
no more, that almoſt every one of the 
Epiſtles in the Works of Cyrill were tran- 
ſcribed from the Acts of the Council; for 
no leſs than ſix and twenty of them toge- 
ther, which make up above 70 Pages, fol- 


{ low one another exactly in the ſame Order as 


they now occur in the Acts. And this will be 
found to be ſtill more Probable, if we con- 
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ſider the Titles ſet before thoſe Epiſtles: 
ſometimes we have a Long Title, and in it 
the Argument and Contents of the Epiſtle, 
which might be a Neceſlary Introduction in 
the Courle of the Acts, but it is very Strange 


only before one or two in a Collection; 
ſeveral Pieces of his were inſerted to- 


a ve M, ſometimes 4b pe- 
moins as, ſometimes apyrmoxs- 
Ty x νν, ſometimes xvems appemoxs- 
Ty, ſometimes only zvawmns, &c. which 
Variations are natural enough in the 
Acts, where theſe Epiſtles are inter- 
mixed with other Writings of Different 
Authors, but I think a Collector of Cyrill's 
Epiſtles would either have given always 
the ſame Title, or rather none at all, but 
only the Direction; at leaſt, I think, he 
could not have given the very ſame Titles 
which they have in zhe Acts, if he had 
not Tranſcribed them from thoſe Acts. 
Many other Conſtderations might be of- 
fered to prove the Great Probability of 
this: but it is ſo very Plain in it ſelf, that 
no man, I believe, can doubt of it, who 
will take the Trouble to compare them. 


of thele Epiſtles in Cyrill's Works, and 
the Acts of the Council, ſtand upon the 
N | me 


and Unaccountable, that it ſhould be done 
ſometimes we have Ty auty xvetMs, when 


gether into he As; ſometimes in «£- 


II appears therefore, that the Copies 
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ſame Foundation, the Sole Credit and Au- 
thority of the Negligent Compiler of thoſe 
Acts; and conſequently he 7 eſtimony of 

St. Cyrill here Mend has been heard 
already, and is very Unreaſonably ob- 
truded upon us again in another form. 
He had ſaid before all he could ſay for 
you, and Farther this Deponent ſaith 
not: but he has ſomething farther to ſay 
againſt you; for in his firſt Dialogue De 
TRINITATE * he has a Copy of the 

| Nicene Creed with this Clauſe. And that 
this is Cyrill's True Copy, and not either 
of the other two in he Acts, we have all 
the reaſon in the world to believe from the 

Groſs Careleſsneſs of the Publiſher of thoſe 
Acts, and the much Greater Probability that 
a Clauſe ſhould be dropt out of two, I 
might ſay out of twenty, Copies, than be. 

inſerted into one. For the Clauſe was 
cither Originally in all three of them, or. 
in none of them. If it was Originally in 
them all, we muſt ſuppoſe that it has ſince 
flipt out of two of them, through the 
- Negligence of Tranſcribers, which is the 
moſt Common thing in the World, and, 
as we have already teen, has moſt certainly 
happened once at leaſt in this very Caſe: if 
the Clauſe was Originally in none of theſe 
Copies, according to your Way of account- 
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ing for ſuch Inſertions, we muſt ſuppoſe ano- 


ther Inſtance of Forgery, at a time when 
there could not poſlibly be the Leaſt Occa- 
ſion for it; and ſo there will be no End of 
theſe duſpicions and Convictions. And I can 
ſcarce think it Poſſible, that any Man can 
be Prejudiced to ſuch a Degree, as to be 
Capable of doubting which of theſe two 
Suppoſitions is the more Reaſonable. 

UPON the whole, it is as Evident as 
we can expect or deſire it ſhould be, that 


Cyrill . the Diſputed Clauſe 


to be a Genuin Part of the Anathemas, 
and thereby ſecures us that it was extant 
in the Records of that Church; and con- 


ſequently, fince two Copies in the Acts of 


the Council of Epheſus came from Cyrill's 
own hand, and the other you refer to from 


a Presbyter of the Church of Alexandria, 


who was Principal Notary to that 


Council, that the Copies in thoſe Acts 


originally had the Clauſe before us. 


And upon theſe Grounds, if I was in any 
Want of Witneſſes, I might cite the Coun- 
cil of Epheſus as a more Eminent Evidence 


than many of yours on the other fide. 
But I will not be ſo Hard with you, I can 
afford to wave ſeveral Advantages with- 


out any Danger to Athanaſiuss Reputa- 


tion, and 200 may take it as a Favour, 
if you pleafe, that I only ſet down Cyrill as 
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ſelf to ſet aſide 7he Council as no Mirneſs 


Againſt it. 


XVIII. GELASIUS Cyzicenus, you ſay, 


entirely omits the Clauſe before us, when be 


ſets down the Nicene Creed and Anathemas 
by themſelves. This does not very well 


agree with the Objection you make againſt 
him, as 2 Famous Tranſcriber from Atha- 
nafius. But to let that paſs. Gelaſius, it 
1s true, has a Copy of the Nzcene Creed 
without this Claute, and fo has Socrates, 


whom yet you will not deny to be an E- 


minent Witneſs for it; and as this Omiſſi- 
on in one of Jocratess Copies is no Ex- 
ception againſt his Teſtimony in favour of 
the Claufe, fo in the Caſe of Gelaftus, we 
have all the Aſſurance Imaginable, that he 
believed and knew tbe Clanſe to be Ge- 
nuin, and conſequently, that it Originally 
was and ſtill ought to be in this Copy; 


ſince he does not only retain it in his Co- 


py of Euſebius's Letter, but alſo expreſsly 
ſays in the Chapter next before this 


Copy of the Creed, that the Council did 


condemm the Term Created, and gives us a 
Copy of the Synodical Epiſtle in which 
the whole Council ſay fo too. HD 
XIX. I HAVE now examined all your 
Firſt Liſt of Mitneſſes; but there are two 
dupernumeraries behind, added in your 


Second Edition, as a Reſerve to bring 
up the Rear, and ſupport the former. 


The 
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The firſt of them is the Author of the 


Book aſeribd to Ferom, and intit led, 
an Explanation of the Faith to Cyril, 
who, you ſay, begins with the Nicene 
Creed and its Anathema's, but intirely 
omits the Clauſe before us. But why the 
Book aſcrib'd to Ferom? At this Rate we 
ſhall have your Memorial, and even your 


| Suppoſal, dignified with the Title of Books ; 
For they are Half Sheets, and this is not 


ſo much. And if The Suppoſal ſucceeds 
in its Pretenſions to this Honourable Ap- 
pellation, there are many other Political 
Papers ready to put in their Claims, and 


the Author of a Book in folio intit'led the 
London Gazette will be a very handſome 


Periphraſis for that Vulgar Name, the Ga- 
Setteer. But Gratitude is a very Good 


Principle, and the Merit of Contributin 


any thing to the Conviction of Athanaſi- 
us is ſo very Great, it ſeems, that this Piti- 
ful Forger, purely for giving us a Falſe 
and Imperfect Copy of the Nicene Creed, 
muſt be Complimented with the Style and 
Title of an Author of a Book; though 
you had made your Favourite Author a 
much better Compliment, if you had de- 


nied that he ever deſigned to give us a 


True Copy of that Creed. For in the 
firſt Place he inſerts the word Naſfrum 
after Dominum, which almoſt. all the 


other Copies reject. 2. After Filium he 


reads 
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reads ejus inſtead of Dei, in oppoſition 
to all the other Copies. 3. Betwixt ſub- 
ſtantia and Patris he inſerts Dei, which 


no other Copy acknowledges. 4. He 


omits the wordsex Patre Unigenitum, which 


are retained 1n all the other Copies but one 


or two. 5. He puts ousny in a wrong 
Place, and inſerts ſicut Haeretici dicunt in- 


ſtead of it, in the place where it ought to 


ſtand. 6. After per quem omnia he inſerts the 
words viſibilia & inviſibilia, which we find 
no where elſe, but in the Expoſition of the 
Creed, and one of the Creeds /;he the Nicene 
in Epiphanius. 7. He omirs the word 
propter before noſiram, omitted in no o- 
ther Copy but one. 8. He omits the Ar- 
ticle of our Bleſſed Saviour's Deſcent from 


Heaven, expreſſed in the word Deſcendit, 


which is unanimouſly retained in all the 
other Copies. 9. After Spiritum Sanctum, 
he adds, Qui de Patre proceſſit proprie 
& Deus eſt Verus ſicut Filius. 10. In 
the Anathematiſms after on erat he 


adds Filius Natus, contrary to all the o- 


ther Copies. 11. After factus ſit he adds 
aut natus ſit, without the Concurrence 


of any other Copy. 12. He omits vel ex 
alia ſubſtantia aut eſſentia, the Claufe im- 
mediately preceding that in Diſpute. 
And beſides all theſe, and ſome other Va- 


riations of leſs Conſequence, he omits no 
leſs than 12 other Words, which are ex- 


tant 
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tant in your own True Copy. This Wit. 
14 therefore I take the Freedom to ſet 
aſi 


de as Perfectly Uſeleſs and Inſignificant. 


And ſo far 1 find your Inprovements have 
kept up to the Specimen you gave in the 
Caſe of St. Ambroſe, or indeed rather ex- 
ceeded it. One more only remains to be 
conſidered, and that is he Teſtimony of 
Figilius T hapſitanus. Let us hear therefore 
what he has to ſay. 

XX. LVIGILIUS THAPSIT ANUS, 
the Probable Author of the Atbanaſian 
Creed, in his Account of a Pretended Diſ- 
putation of Athanaſius and Arius before 
Probus as a Fudge, which is printed after 
two Editions among the Spurious Works of 
Athanaſius, ſets down the Nicene Creed 
and Anathemas ; but has not in either Edi- 
tion any Sign of this Clauſe. 


VIGILIUS Thapfitanus, the Probable 


Author of the Athanaſian Creed ! You ſeem 
to have wonderfully abated of your Aſu- 
rance in this matter. You could formerly 
ſpeak of it, as of a thing Certain and Un- 
deniable, and abuſe poor Vigilius upon it, as 
readily as if you had ſtood by him whilſt he 
was writing this Impious and Antichriſtian 


Creed. Since that, you may perhaps have met | 


with the Diatribe at the End of the Bene- 
aittin Edition of Athanaſius, or ſome other 
ſuch Treatiſe, and learnt that the Author of 
this Creed is not ſo well known as is ge- 
. . nerally 
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nerally Imagined. But what does the 


Athanaſian Creed Jeniy fo the Point m 
Queſtion? What occalion was there for 


the Inſertion of this Clauſe? That it was 


added with no Deſign at all, cannot be ſup- 
poſed of ſo Accurate a Writer, in a Demon- 
ſtration ſo ney and Mathematically ma- 
naged, and concluded with the Uſual Sign 
of Triumph, Q.E.D. And to ſhew your 
Learning it could not be written; ſince 
nothing is more known than that, in the 
Opinion of ſome Learned Men, Vigilius 
was Probably the Author of the Athana- 
ſtan Creed. The only Account therefore, 
which can be given of it, is, that it was 
inſerted in order to add Strength to Vigi- 
lius's Teſtimony. And all the Strength it 


can poſlibly add is no more than this: 
Vigilius was Probably the Author of the 


Athanaſian Creed, and therefore Probably 


very Orthodox; and conſequently we can 


not reaſonably ſuppoſe, that he would 


have omitted this Clauſe, if he had known 
it to be Genuin. Now this either may rea- 
ſonably be ſuppoſed of your other Mit- 
| neſſes, or it may not. If it may not, where 
is the Additional Strength which Vigilius's 
F 7 e receives from this Probability? 

If you will allow that it may be reaſona- 
| bly ſuppoſed of your other Mitneſſes, then 
| I confeſs you have added Strength to the 
| Teſtimony of Vigilius, but fo very Pro- 


tuſely) 
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fuſely, that you have left none for the 
reſt of your Mitneſſes; for if it may be 
reaſonably ſuppoſed that they would have 
omitted this Clauſe, though they had 
known 1t to be Genum, it is not very 
Reaſonable to ſuppoſe it Spurious, becauſe 


they have omitted it. And indeed, this 


Probability is ſo far from giving Vigilius 


any Advantage above your other Witneſſes, 


that if this be all you have to ſay for him, 
every one of them, except Euſebius and 
Cyrill of Feruſalem, will be more Emment 
and d ubſtantial than he can pretend to be 
upon the Strength of his Probable Title 
to the Athanaſian Creed. For all the reſt 
were moſt Certainly as Zealouſly and 
Notoriouſly Orthodox as the Author of 
the Athanaſian Creed, whoever he was. | 
And the Only Principle, which can give | 
Vigilius any Preference above your other 
Witneſſes, from the Probability of his be- 
ing the Author of this Creed, is, that the 
more Notoriouſly Orthodox any Writer 
was, he is for that reaſon the more Au- 
thentick Witneſs againſt the Diſputed 
Clauſe. Since therefore they were all as 
Certainly Orthodox as Vigilius was Pro- 


vably ſo upon the Suppoſition of his be- 


ing the Probable Author of this Creed, 
that Suppolition gives him no other Right 


to be believed in this Caſe, but what your 
other //;tnefes have in a greater Degree 


with- 
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without it, nay no other than what he 
himſelf has alſo in a much Greater Degree 
from thoſe Writings which are known and 
acknowledged to be his. But to leave 
this Odd Parentheſis, and come nearer to 
your main Point; 
LVI1iG1LIUS, it is true, in his Atrount 
of a Pretended Diſputation of Athanaſius. 
and Arius, ſets down the Nicene Creed 
and Anathemas without this Clauſe. But 
then 1 obſerve; that in the firſt place he 
inſerts the word Noſtrum after Dominum; 
which is manifeſtly Spurious, and ac- 
knowledged by none of the other Copies, 
but two or three, and thoſe very Faulty: 
2. He omits the words propter nos homines 
& retained in almoſt all the other Copies. 
3. He omits & before reſurrexit, which 
is omitted only in three other notoriouſly 
Imperfect Copies. 4. In the Anathemas 
he omits factus eſt, after non extantibus, 
omitted in no other Copy. 5. He omits eſſe 
after direntes; the word which ought to 
ſtand immediately before the Diſputed 
Clauſe. 6. Inſtead of Dei Filium he reads 
Deum with one of Hilary's Copics, contrary 
to all the other, and even to Common Senſe ; 
' Beſides ſeveral other Variations from 
your True Copy. And it is farther Obſer- 
vable, that the Copy in Vigilius s Second 
Improved Edition of this Diſputation dif- 
fers from this in no leſs than Six ſeveral 
| 5 P Places. 
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Places, To which I ſhall only add at pre- 
ſent, that Vigilius in his Book De Uni- 
tate Trinitatis, under the name of St. 


Auſtin, has two Paſſages which, when laid 


together, may perhaps be allowed to af- 
ford room for a very Probable Conjecture, 
that he knew the Council of Nice had 
Anathematized this Expreſſion. The Book 
is written in the way of Dialogue, and 
not far from the Beginning of it, he brings 
in Felicianus the Arian expreſſing him- 
ſelf thus. Quoniam me diſputandi arte 
concludis, id quod a majoribus noſtris dictum 
eſt, breviter explicabo. Aiunt enim, quoties 
de Initio Filii, & Patris Aeternitate 
tractatur: Erat quando non erat, & Ante- 
quam naſceretur non erat . And within 
a Page or two, the ſame Felicianus lays: 
Quoniam me ad ejuſmodi confeſſionem neceſſi- 


tatecompellis,id quod a majoribus noſtris dic? 


aſſolet, non tacebo. Aiunt enim, Creaturam 
eſſe Filium, ſed Perfectam, & quae domi- 


nari poſſit omnibus Creaturis T. I content 


my ſelf barely to ſuggeſt this Argument, 
partly becauſe it is Obvious enough in all 
the Force I pretend to give it, and partly 
becauſe I am determined to wave this and 
the other Objections I have made, fo far 
as to allow Vigilius a place in the Liſt of 
your Mitneſſes, ſince he is the Laſt, and 


— 


* Op. Vigil. p. 335. Ed. Chifl, + Ib. p. 338. 
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the Poll of your Side at an End, that we 
may enter upon the Scrutiny in good 
humour: but 1 cannot be ſo Complaiſant 


— * 


as to allow him to be à very Valuable Mit- 
neſs, on the Contrary I muſt ſtill It up- 
on theſe Objections ſo far as they prove, 
which I think they fully do, that his Tei- 
mony is very Uncertain and Precarious. 
AND now, Jir, to ſum up your Ei- 
dence, and enter into the Merits of the 
Cauſe; Four of your Twenty Witneſſes, 
Euſebius, Ambroſe, Cyrill of Alexandria, 
and Gelaſius, are plainly againſt you; Four 
others, Cyrill of Feruſalem, Epiphanius, 
The Author of the Expoſition, and the 
Author of the Book De Hide, have nothing 
to ſay in this Controverſy; Four more 
(22. the Conſtantinopolitan Copy, the 
Alexandrian Copy, the Council 25 Fob erir; 
and the Explanation of the Faith, haye 
been {ſet aſide upon juſt and ſure Grounds. 
To theſe I ſhall only add Sr. Baſil, who has 
been proved to be, at leaſt, no ſet" 
againſt the Clauſe; and I believe I might 
have reckoned 1m amongſt the nets 
for it, and oppbſed him to almoſt any One 
of yours, without any Danger of being 
thought to have laid too Great a Streſs 
upon the Words which follow his Copy of 
the Creed. There are ſtill Seven Witneſſes 
left you, for your Comfort: but againſt 
eyer; one of theſe too ſome very juſt Ex- 
. — 2 ception 
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ception has been made, and all of them 
have been proved to deſerve very Little 


Credit in this Caſe from the Falſe Teſtimo- 


ny they ſo frequently give in others; from 
the Great want of Care and Accuracy in 
their Depoſitions; from their Inconſiſtency 
with one another, and ſometimes with them- 
felves; or ſuch Particular Arguments as give 
us Grounds to believe, that if their Teſtimony 
had been delivered down to us uncorrupted, 
it would have been for the Advantage of 
the Clauſe. On the other ſide appear already 
Euſebius, Athanaſius, Ambroſe, Cyrill of 
Alexandria, Socrates, and Gelaſius Cyzice- 
nus; and againſt theſe there lies no other 
Exception, but that Socrates and Gelaſius 


were Famous Tranſcribers from and Follow- 


ers of Athanaſius, which has been large- 
ly anſwered. In order therefore to de- 
termine whether he Diſputed Clauſe be 
Genuin or Spurious, it remains to be con- 
ſidered, whether thoſe who omit it are to 
be believed, according to your Opinion, for 
which the only Reaſon you have given is 
their Number; or thoſe who acknowledge 
it, as I think, for which my Reaſons are 
as follows. N 

I. THERE are more Witneſſes for the 
Clauſe, than againſt it. For beſides the 
Six I have mentioned already, in Oppoſi- 
tion to your Seven, | 


(..) WE have the Dire& and Ex Fry | 
be eſtt- 
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Teſtimony of the whole Council of Nice 
it ſelf, in their Hnodical Epiſtle, that the 


did condemn the Term Created, as I ſhall 
prove to you at large before I conclude. 


(2.) EUGENIUS, in his Apology for 


Marcellus, written and preſented to Atha- 
naſius in the Name and by the Authority 
of the whole Church of Ancyra, declares 
as much in the following words: Heis 


Toiry ae yas avabiuancol Thu aguarn 


aigeow SECO J, ws oi maTLCrS Haar WONG 


vroxey o Ti NN vixaaay dw, tx & dias V au- 
25s ehe T ub, % B01! re rare, x An 
KTIEMA ur winhua eic nn 
(3.) THEO DORIT gives us no Copy 
of his own: but ſince he commends, and 
inſerts into his Hiſtory, Athanaſius s E- 
piſtle to Jovian, and in it the Creed with 


the Clauſe before us, for the Benefit of his 


Readers ; I think that Inſertion and Ap- 


probation may fairly be reckoned 4 Teſti- 
mony in favour of the Clauſe. For he could 
not have done this if he had known it to be 
Spurious, which yet, if it had been ſo, he can- 
not, without the greateſt Abſurdity, be ſup- 
poſed not to have known; coming to the 
writing of his Hiſtory with the Confeſſed 
Advantage of ſo many Original Records 
and other Papers, beſides the Qualifica- 


* Ap. Montfauc. Coll. Nav. Tom. 2. p- 2. 
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tions of Diligence and Faithfulneſs in a 
Ireater Degree, as you pretend, than the 
other Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtorians. And in- 
dec, if the Council: of Nice had avaided 
the Condemnation of, the Term Created, it 
is next to Impoſſible, that not only Theo- 
aorit, but even almoſt any other . 
could be Ignorant of a thing fo. very Re- 
mar kable in it ſelf, and which muſt neceſ- 
farily have, been kept in Conſtant Remem- 
brance by the Uſe which %e Arians would 
have made of it in all their Diſputes with 
the Orthodox. 5 
(A.) NAZIANZEN, though he alſo 
gives us, no Copy of the Nicene Creed, 
may. yet upon the ſame account, very. 
 Juſtly be thought a more Subfantial Witneſs 
for the Clauſe, than ſeveral of yours againſt 
it; ſince he is ſo very Layiſh in the praiſe of 
Athanaſius's Epiſtle to Fowtan, and calls it a, 
Magnificent, and Reyal Preſent *: And as 
he was. too. Good, a Man to have done 
this, if he had known that ſo Baſe a Cheat 
Was Propagated in that Epiſtle; ſo he was 
too well acquainted. with the Arian Con- 
troverſy, to be ſuppoſed not Capable of 
Diſcovering this Notorious Forgery, which 
could not eaſily eſcape the Obſervation of 
any Chriſtian, who had ſo much as heard 
of the Council of. Nice, and its Decrees. 
(5.) FACUNDUS, a very Learned 


* Ader EamMr2y f e u A οEmuidb). Orat. xx 1. p. 394 


Biſhops 
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Biſhop, though a little Later than your 
Period, in his Tenth Book Pro Defen- 
frone Trium Capitulorum has the 7 
Paſſage *: Quid eft autem quod in illo inex- 
cuſabile jam invenerant, fi in Dionyſio po- 
tuit excuſari, quod Fatturant eſſe dicit Fi. 
lium Dei, & extraneum ab Eſſentia Patris, 
& quia non erat antequam fieret ,' cum Pa- 
tres apud Nicaeam Anathematizaverint eos 
qui dicunt, erat quando non erat, & ante- 
quam naſceretur non erat, & qui dicunt Factum 
vel ex alia eſſentia eſſe Filium Dei? Here, 
where he ſays that the word factum was 
anathematized, 1 will not poſitively affirm 
that he refers to the Clauſe in Diſpute ; 
though there may be ſome Probable Rea- 
ſons given for it, and his Tranſlations 
from the Greek, if he made them him- 
ſelf, are not always ſo very Accurate as 
to give us reaſon to conclude, that he 
could not render xg» by factum. How- 
ever, I cannot doubt but this will be al- 
lowed to be every way as Clear and Sa- 
tisfactory a Te/tzmony in favour of the Clauſe, 
as that which you have drawn againſt it, 
from the Copy of the Nicene Creed in 
the Atts of the Council of Carthage. 

(6.) SINCE I am come down below 
your Period, I ſhall juſt mention one Au- 
thor more, and that is Nicephorus, the 
Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtorian, who undertakes 


* 


* Inter Op. Sirmond. T. 2. col. 727. | 
P 4 to 
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to give us a very Exact Copy of the Ni- 
cene Creed and Anatbemas, k Xizuas, as 
he ſays, in which the Diſputed Clauſe ſtands 
in its proper Place, MNicephorus's Teſti- 
mony is not Antient enough, I confeſs, to 
be of any very Great Weight in this Caſe: 
but then it ought to be conſidered on the 
other hand, as ſome Compenſation for his 
Deficiency in the point of Age, that as 
an Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtorian, whoſe buſineſs 
it was in a Particular Manner to ſearch for 
Original Records, and to make the Niceſt 
Enquiry into theſe matters, he muſt upon 
that account be much more Likely to fur- 
niſh us with a true Copy of this Creed, 
than any other Author caeteris paribus. 
And this Preſumption is confirmed by the 
Correſpondence of the Fad; far it will 
ſoon appear, upon the Collation, that 
Nicephorus's Copy is more Accurate than 
many of thoſe which we have from Writers 
of fd Antiquity and Reputation 
BUT I am under no Neceſſity of go- 
ing lower than he Fifth Century to feek 
for Mitneſſes, and without any Aſſiſtance 
from Facundus or Nicephorus, I might 
ſafely put the Iſſue of the Cauſe upon the 
Poll, which you ſo earneſtly deſire in your 
Diſputes with the Orthodox; oppaſing 
to your Seven Mitneſſes, the Contrary. At- 
teſtations of Gelaſius Cyzicenus, T beodorit, 
Socrates, Cyrill of Alexandria, Ambroſe , 
5 e eee 
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Nazianzen, the Church of Ancyra, A.- 
thanaſius, Euſebius, and the Council of 
Nice. But this Advantage is what 1 leaſt 
inſiſt upon. A Critick will not be deter- 
mined toa Reading from the Number, but 
the Goodneſs, of his MSS; neither will a 


Judge decide a Cauſe upon the Majority, 


ſo much as the Credibility. of the Vi- 
neſſes. Let us therefore conſider the ſeve- 
ral Writers in both theſe Views. 
II. IF we conſider them as ſo many MSS, 
ſome of which retain, and others omit, a 
Word or Clauſe, which may be either re- 
tained or omitted without any Damageta 
the Senſe and Conſtruction; In that caſe 
a Critick would enquire, which of his 
Copies were taken neareſt the Original, 
which the moſt Antient, and moſt Exact. 
As to the two firſt of theſe Advantages, 1 
preſume, there can be no Diſpute; ſince 
Euſebius, and Athanaſius are not only the 
moſt Antient, but alſo the only Perſons 
who were preſent at the Council. But as 
Antiquity in a MS ſeems to be therefore 
chiefly V. 

ent it is, the fewer Tranſcriptions are like- 
ly to have paſſed betwixt it and the Ori- 
ginal; ſo the Advantage of coming near- 


eſt the Original depends upon the Proba- 


bility of its being upon that account the 
more Exact: The Exactneſs of a MS 
therefore is what gives it the Greateſt Au- 
e thority, 


aluable, becauſe the more Anti- 
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thority, and in this Reſpect the Copies | 
which want the Clauſe cannot ſtand the | 
leaſt Compariſon; all of them abounding 
with Faults and Variations from one a- | 
nother, and moſt of them omitting many 
other Words as well as thoſe before us. 
III. IF we conſider them as ſo many 
Mitneſſes, atteſting or not atteſting to a 1 
Matter of Fact, Euſebius and Athanaſius, | 
and they only, were upon the Place where | 
the thing is pretended to have been done; | 
if others therefore poſſibly might, They 
could not poſlibly be Ignorant whether it 1 
was done or not. | 
IV. WE have this farther Advantage 
in the Evidence which Athanaſius gives in 1 
favour of te Clauſe, that He is attended ˖ 
by His Suffragan Biſhops, and His Teſti- 0 
mony Confirmed by Their Concurrence; 1. 
His Epiſtle to Zovzan being written in the 1 
Name of an Aſſembly of Biſhops, and | ft 
thoſe the Repreſentatives of all the 1 
Biſhops of Aegypt and Lybia, as the Di- f 
rection plainly intimates *, upon which ac- ! 
count Theodorit gives it the Title of 4 | 
Hnodical Epiſtle, Here it may perhaps be 


Ob jected, that Athanaſius cannot be a Wit- Þ| 1 
Teſs in His own Cauſe; to which I reply t 
(though His Cauſe will eaſily ſupport it It 
ſelf without any Aſſiſtance from His Teſti- F 
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mony) that in Judicial Cauſes, where the 
Perſon accuſed hears his Charge, his De- 
nial of the Fact is juſtly eſteemed no Proof 
of his Innocence, as being ſuppoſed Ne- 
ceſſary for his Defenſe: but here the Caſe 
is widely different, where. your Intereſting 
Athanaſius's Integrity in a Point of Criti- 


ciſm, to. be decided by the Number and 


Value of the Copies, and other Proper Cri- 
tical Arguments, ought not to: ſet aſide 
the Authority of His. Copies. And as 
you put the Iſſue of the Diſpute, whe- 
ther the Clauſe be Genuin or not, upon 
the Number of Copies; that Queſtion 
muſt: firſt be Determined, and in order to 
it all the- Copies extant mult be taken in- 
to the Account, before we can pretend to 
enquire into the Origin of theOmiſſion orln- 
terpolation. The Interpolation muſt firſt be 


proved to have been made by ſome body, be- 


fore any body can be charged with it; The 


Reading muſt firſt be proved Spurious, be- 


fore the Tranſcriber of any Copy in which 
it is, can be accuſed of inſerting it, and his 
Teſtimony excluded upon that Accuſation. 

V. AMBROSE's Teſtimony is in this 


Diſpute Equivalent to a great many o- 
thers, not ſo much becauſe it is more An- 
tient than the Greateſt: Part of your Evi- 
dence, as becauſe the: Words before us are 
| flipt. out of his Copy, whilſt his Com- 
ment-plainly ſhews that they ought to be 


ther +) 
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there, and Originally were fo. Upon this 
account, I ſay, he is a more Subſtantial Nit. 


eſs, than if the Clauſe had been preſerved 
in his Copy of the Anathemas, without 


any Comment upon them. In that caſe 


it might poſſibly have been ſaid, that the 
Words were inſerted after his time by ſome 
Athanaſian, which Evaſion is now entirely 
prevented: Neither can it be ſaid, that 
ſome Athanaſian has Interpolated his Com- 
ment; for. that no man in his Senſes 
would do, without Interpolating the Text. 
VI. ALL the Witneſſes for the Diſ⸗ 
puted Clauſe have ſeveral Advantages in 
common over yours againſt it. One of theſe, 
and not the Leaſt, is the Different Nature 
of their Teſtimonies. It isa ſtanding Rule, 
that one Poſitive Witneſs is Equal to two 
Negative: and yet as little weight as Ne- 


ative Witneſſes have when oppoſed to 


oſitive, you cannot pretend to ſo much 
as one, who directly denies, that the 
Council condemned the Term Created; where- 
as, beſides the Poſitive Evidence in the 
Copies which retain the Clauſe, we have 
Witneſſes who directly affirm, that Zhe 
Council did Condemn that Term, 
VII. ANOTHER General Advantage 
is, that theſe Poſitive Witneſſes agree as 
much as can Poflibly be expected; yours on 
the contrary differ ſo much, and often fo 
materially, from one another, that na man- 
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wer of Dependance can be had upon them. 
Particularly almoſt all the Copies in the 
Acts of the Councils are ſo mangled and 
Corrupted, and have ſo Numerous and fo 
Conſiderable Variations from the other Co- 
ies and from one another, that they may 
uſtly be thought the moſt Inſignificant 
Part of your Authorities. And it is far- 
ther Obſervable, that Moſt of your Mit. 
neſſes give their Evidence againſt ſeveral 
Indiſputably Genuin Words 1n the Creed 
and Anathemas, as poſitively as againſt 


theſe two before us; and have therefore 


forfeited all right to be believed in the 
Preſent Caſe, by the Falſchood of their 
Teſtimony in others. | 

VIII. THE Remarkable Omiſſions and 
Variations in the Copies, which have not 
this Clauſe, about che Place where it ſhould 
ſtand, afford us a very Probable Ar- 
gument for it. Several Copies omit 
the word before it, ſome the two words 
before it, others invert the Order of the 


following words; Many, with your True 
Copy, omit 4 before Teo, and ſo make 


a manifeſt Hiatus in the Period. This 
Chaſm and the other Variations plainl 


ſhew, that there has been either a little 
Foul Play, or a Great Deal of Negligence 
| hereabouts; and are much rather the 
Footſteps of an Arian or Semiarian Cor- 
rupter, than of an Athanaſian . | 
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238 An Anſwer to the Charge of 
BUT it may perhaps deſerve to be 
conſidered whether the Particle) before 
Tp: be Genuin or Spurious. That it is 
Genuin I think is very clear from the fol- 
lowing Reaſons. 1. Without it the 
Courſe and Connexion of the Sentence is 
interrupted and broken, as I have already 
obſerved. 2. Itis retained inno leſs than 
fifteen of thoſe Copies which want he 
Diſpured Clauſe, where no Athanaſian 
Forgery can poſlibly be ſuſpected. 3. E- 
ven you, who believe q xTq@v to be an In- 
terpolation of Athanaſius's, muſt, in Con- 
ſequence of that Suppoſition, allow it to 
be highly Probable, that the Conjunction 
1 before ⁊ ge is Genuin; for if the Coun- 
cil had wrote = 400z5 tay Tpemor N AN- 
Xawly, the Interpolator would moſt cer- 
tainly have been content with the addition 
of the word «m@y, and not have altered 
the Connection and Conſtruction of the 
Period by the addition of another word, 
which muſt neceſſarily make his Interpola- 
tion more Eaſy to be Detected. I ſet it 
down therefore, as a thing Certain and not 
to be denied by any man who is not ſo 
abſurd as to require Mathematical 
Demonſtration in à Diſpute about 2 
Various Reading, that“ before rgeH 1s 
Genuin. And hence it follows, that very 
nigh half your Copies beſides their other 
faults, are Corrupted and Imperfect in the 
| very 
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ought to ſtand; and conſequently, that 
they cannot furniſh us with a ſatisfactory 
Argument againſt it, but rather on the 


Contrary give us Grounds to ſuſpect, that 


ſomething elſe has been omitted as well as 
this Particle. 35 


IX. THERE is alſo this Internal Cha- 


racter in favour of the Diſputed Clauſe, 


that the Expreſſion condemned in it was 
the Principal Blaſphemy of Arius, and in- 
deed the Source of all the reſt, and in a 
Peculiar manner of the words which im- 
mediately follow xzn@r in the Anathemas, 


pe and a,, , ag we learn from 
| ſeveral Writers, and particularly from 
Alexander Biſhop of Alexandria in his 


Letter to the Biſhop of Conſtautmeple, and 
from the Words of the firſt Arians them- 


ſelves given us by the fame Alexander in 
his other Epiſtle, directed to all the Biſhops 


of the Catholick Church. And it is high- 
ly Improbable, that they would ſpare That, 
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very place where the Diſputed Clauſe 
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240 An Anſwer to the Charge of 


and condemn theſe, which are only Con- 
ſequences of it, and Expoſitions and 11- 
luſtrations of that Original Errour. And in- 
deed it is ſcarce Probable that they would 
have thought of condemning theſe two 
words, if the word xT@y going before had 
not put them in mind of the Concluſion 
which the Arians drew from it; eſpecially 
ſince they omitted other more Conſi- 
derable Expreſſions uſed by Arius and 
his Followers TY 
TO this foreſee it may be replied, That 

"the Nzcene Fathers were too Good Men, 
"to Condemn an Expreſſion uſed in Scrip- 
ture; and that it is a Stronger Preſump- 
"tion that they did not condemn it, becauſe 
it was applied to our Saviour in Scripture; 
than that they did condemn it, becauſe it 
was applied to Him by Arius. This there- 
"fore may be thought an Anſwer to the 
Former Argument for e Clauſe, and at 
the ſame time an Internal Character againſt 
it. But this Objection, as much as it 
promiſes, proves Nothing by Proving too 
much. For if it concludes rightly againſt 
rhe Clauſe before us, it mult neceſſarily 
conclude much more ſtrongly againſt g_ 
monde an Undiſputed Clauſe extant in 
all the Copies of the Creed; that word 
being plainly uſed of our Saviour more 
than once in the New Teſtament, whereas 
the word Created is no where . of 
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Him, but in a Falſe Tranſlation of auFi- 


gurative Part of the Old Teſtament. The 


Nicene Fathers in this Caſe ſhewed them- 
ſelves more Sollicitous for the Senſe than 
the Words of Scripture, and that very 
Wiſely and Piouſly  fince Scripture Phraſes 
may be, and roo often have been, ſo 


wreſted and perverted, as to expreſs the 


moſt horrid Blaſphemies. The Anthropo- 
morphites had moſt certainly the Words 
of Scripture on their Side; but would 
any man therefore Scruple to ſay that 
Gop is of an Incorporeal and Immaterial 
Nature, and has neither Head, nor Face, 


nor Eyes, nor Ears, nor Hands, nor 


Fingers, nor any other of the Parts of 


Human Bodies, which are Figuratively 


aſcribed to Him in Scripture? There are 
many Expreſlions uſed of our Bleſſed Sa- 
viour in Scripture either Figuratively, or 
oxorpurxes, With reſpect to his Incarnation 
and Humanity, which cannot without the 
greateſt Blaſphemy be Dogmatically affirm- 
ed of the Son or Gop in His Divine 


Nature; and would any Council be afraid 


to anathematize thoſe who could be fo Im- 


pious and Abſurd as to aſſert, and there have 


been Hereticks who have maintained No- 
tions not leſs Impious and Abſurd, that 


Our Bleſſed Saviour was Really and Pro- 
perly a Lamb, a Servant, a Stone, a Star, 
a Tree, a Mell, or a Worm as he is called 
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Pſalm. xx11, 6. according, to St. Feroms 
and many other Writers? We have ſeen 


 Hereticks, and I am afraid we ſee them 


every day, wha deny the Divine Fore- 
knowledge of Human Actions; and ſhoule 

any of theſe, amongſt the many Mon- 
ſtrous. Abſurdities which they run into for 
fear of believing any thing againſt Rea- 
ſon, deny that Gop knows any thing, and 
make Ignorance. one. of His Attributes 
would it be Unlawful to condemn this 
Blaſphemy, becauſe To wapiy Ty dev, the 
Fooliſhneſs of GOD, is an Expreſſion uſed 
in Scripture? But I am not at preſent con- 
cerned to Defend the Council of Nice in 
the Regard they have ſhewn to the Doc- 
trine of the Inſpired Writers, above their 
Expreſſions: it is ſufficient for my purpoſe 
that this was really the Caſe; and that it 
was ſo, is plain from the Clauſe & οιεννι 
X. THE Omiſſion of this Clauſe, upon 
the Suppoſition that it is Genuin, is much 


more Eaſy to be accounted for, than the 


Interpolation, upon the Suppoſition that 
it is Spurious; whether we ſuppoſe the 


Omiſſion or Interpolation to have been 


Voluntary or Accidental. In the laſt Caſe 
this is Univerſally true; a Careleſs and 
Haſty Tranſcriber being much more likely 
to leave out a word, than to inſert one. 


This, I ſay, is True in the General No- 


tion; and with reſpect to the Preſent 
: 5 Omiſſion 


* 
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Nola or Interpolation, it is farther 
Probable from the 8 of moſt Ec- 
cleſiaſtical Writers, who ſeem to quote 
Scripture and Creeds from their Memory 
only. It is alſo farther Probable from the 
Great Number of other Omiſſions in the 
Copies of the Anathemas, which are al- 
moſt as Numerous as in the Creed it (elf; 
and particularly from, the Omiſſions and 
Variations about the Place where the Clauſe 
ſhould ftand, as I have already obſerved. 
And belides theſe. Probabilities, Euſebius, 
Ambraſe, Epiphanius, Socrates, and Gelafius 
allure us, what Baſd and Rufinus gave us 
Grounds to Suſpett;that the Clauſe has been 
dropt our of ſome Copies where it Origi- 
nally was; there cannot therefore be any 
Farther Diſpute as co this Point, till you can 
prove, that it has been inſerted into ſome 
Copies where it Originally was not. 
II may be ſaid perhaps, that allowing this 
to be True, though it has certainly been 
dropt out of ſome Copies, it is yet very 
Strange and Unaccountable, that it ſhould 
be wanting in ſo many. But againſt a 
Reading eſtabliſhed by Proper Critical 
Arguments, and all the Proofs which the 
Nature of the thing will bear, it is Ridi- 
culous to Object, that many MSS do not 
acknowledge it; and ſtill more Ridiculous 
to Expect a Certain Account how 
it came to be omitted in thoſe MSS. 
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Why ſhould it be fo Strange a thing, that 
this Clauſe ſhould be wanting in many 
Copies, and yet no Wonder at all, but 
the Commoneſt thing in the World, that 
the True Reading ſhould be found in the 
feweſt Copies? And to give one Inſtance 
out of a T houſand which might be brought, 
Why 1s this Stranger than that the Doxo- 


logy at the End of the Lord's Prayer 


ſhould be omitted in fo many of St. Mat- 
thew's Copies, or the Eleven firſt Verſes of 


St. John's Eighth Chapter in fo many of 


His Manuſcripts? It would have been a 
little Strange indeed, if all the Copies of the 
Creed had been of the ſame Age, and Tran- 
{ſcribed from one and the fame Copy: but 
as the Cafe now ſtands, the Wonder ceaſes ; 
ſince an Omiſſion once made in one or 
two Copies, might eaſily ſpread it ſelf 
into a great many more, And after all, 
this Objection bears as hard, nay much 
harder, upon the other Side; ſince ſome 
of the Witneſſes I have produced, ex- 
preſsly ſay, that the Word Created was 
Condemned, and Conſequently rhat the 
Diſputed Clauſe is an Authent:ick Part of 
the Anathemas ; whereas your Witneſſes 
are only Copies without the Clauſe: And 
as it is at leaſt as hard to account for the 
Omiſſion of it in thoſe which have it not, 
whilſt we ſuppoſe it Genuin, as for the 
Inſertion of it in thoſe which have it, 
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whilſt we ſuppoſe it Spurious; ſo it is ma- 
nifeſtly much more Eaſy to account for 
the Omiſſion of a Genuin Clauſe in many 
Copies, than the Plain Atreſtations of a 
Few Witneſſes to a Spurious Clauſe. 

XI. IF this Interpolation or Omiſſion 
muſt not be thought the Effect of Chance, 
but a Piece of Athanaſian or Arian Kna- 
very, even in that caſe the Corruption of 
the Anathemas may with much better Rea- 


| ſon be charged upon ſome Arian, than 


upon Athanaſius. We have aſſurance 
enough, that there were men amongſt the 
Arians, who vould not ſtick at ſuch a 
thing as this to ſerve their Cauſe; and that 
too when the Service they Intended was 
leſs, if it be poſſible, than caſting this 
Clauſe out of the Anathemas. Witneſs 
thoſe Honeſt Biſhops, who met in Council 
at Nice in Thrace, where they Tranſlated 


aà Creed of their own into Greek, and gave 


it out to be the Creed of the General 
Council, which was held at Nice in Bi- 


thynia; hoping to deceive the Vulgar, rd 


mean THY wpdmr, by the Similitude 
of the Words Nizy and Nuzauza ®. And we 
learn from Sulprerus Þ and others, that ſome 
of them corrupted the Creed by turning 
c 1 . e [ | 

64408M0s into oppo:8oms, Thoſe therefore, who 


Counterfeited and Corrupted the Creed, 


» * 


—— — — * — 


Soz. I. Iv. c. 19. p. 462. f L. II. c. 40. p. 265. 
; 3 . m 


19 ' 
* 
n if 
. 
. 
1 
b . 
11 1 
4:1", ' 
1 
. 
I 
i. 

j Fi 
{4 
4 iy 

| 
4 
5 
19 
id 

119 
4 4 
n 
9 ! 
wr 1 

- 

4 $47 
iv iN 
"97 
+ 5 whit 

TR 
ene 
ih 

1 i 

300 

. 
U 
N. 
1 + { 

90 
1 » 

IN 

5 7 
* 

"we 
1 # 

1 

ſ 
- »44 
} 
$6 

1 
4441 + 

4: 

4. 4:45 
Wis 

1 
| + | 
C * 

5 
" Is: 

; . 1 
19 
1 4 i 
IK 

1 : 

* 

1 
wa! ak 
ta! 7 
xs ! 

# 

++ 

. 

— 

* TY 
4 FE) 
164 

j 

$; 4 
1117498 

j 

. 

4 
bl 
i 

+ 
yl 
1141 

ut, 

1 
„ 
1 ; 

+1 
164 
1 
„ 
7 10 
, 1 
it' 

. 
. 

' 1 
in 
1 =__ 

. 

i 
. 

4 
| } 
l bb 
a 
ö i 


——U— —— = * as 


246 An Anſwer to the Charge of 


may with ſome Reaſon be ſuſpected of 
Corrupting he Anathemas ; where the 


Crime was not Greater, and the Detection 
much more difficult: But what reaſon have 


we to believe any thing like this of Atha- 
naſius? Is there any Example in Hiſtory 


of any ſuch Þorgery of His, to ſupport 


the Probability of this Imputation ? Does 
His General Charatler give us any Grounds 
to think Him a Man Capable ot doing or 
approving of ſo Villainous an Action? 

© BUT ſetting aſide the Conſideration of 


His Integrity, which is as Notorious as His 


Sufferings for it, there is yet another 
Queſtion to be asked, and that a very Equi- 
table one, Cui bono? What advantage could 


He poſſibly propoſe to Himſelf or His 


Caule, by adding a Word, which either 
meant nothing at all, or was already con- 
demned in the Expreſſions which go be- 
fore it in all the Copies of the Anathbemas ? 
Suppoſe the word was not at this Day 
extant in any one Copy of thoſe Ana- 
themas, could the Athanaſians have any 
great Reaſon to wiſh it there? Would 
they find any Want of it, whilſt in the 
Creed it felt our Saviour is ſaid to be 
Very God of very God, Begotten not MADE, 
of one Subſtance with the Father ; and 
whilſt thoſe are Anathematiged, who pre · 
ſume to ſay He was made eut of nothing, 
or that 7here was 4 Duration when He 
TT» „ 
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was not ? And if there would be little 
want of it now, there was rather leſs 
then, when the more Moderate Arians 


took care to avoid that Expreſſion; and 
of this we have a very Remarkable In- 


ſtance in the Emperor Conſtantius, who 
would never endure to hear it, as Theo- 


dbrit often aſſures us, and expreſsly com- 


manded the Followers of Eudoxius to 
condemn it, and anathematize thoſe who 


_ uſed it. Now if Athanaſius did endea- 


vour to make People believe, that the 
word Created was Condemned by the 
Council of Nice, he muſt do it either 
with no Deſign at all, which cannot be 


ſuppoſed of any man in his Senſes, or 
with a Deſign to deterr them from af- 


firming that our Saviour was Created. 


But He could not Forge this with a 
Deſign to deterr the Orthodox from af- 


firming what even the more Moderate 


 Arians abhorred, nor yet with a Deſign 
to ſtop the Mouths of the more Violent 


Arians by the Authority of a Council 


which they contemned and defied. On 


the other hand, if there were any Per- 
ſons, who believed our Saviour to be Un- 


created, and that the word seo in the 
Proverbs meant nothing more than Pro- 


duction, and yet might be ſo Scrupulous 
as not to like the Condemnation of a 


word uſed in Scripture, though in ano- 
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ther Senſe than that in which it was Con- 
demned; theſe Men muſt, in all Probabi- 
lity, be offended and prejudiced againſt 
the Council upon that account. Athana- 
ſius therefore could not but expect more 
Diſadvantage than Advantage to the Cauſe 
of Orthodoxy from this Interpolation. 
And to do fo Vile an Action in theſe Cir- 
cumſtances, and upon ſuch Motives, is fo 
Senſeleſs a Piece of Villainy, that No Man 
ought to be thought Capable of Doing it, 
bur he who can ſuppoſe it of Another. 
BESIDES, if it be Certain that the 
Council of Nice did not inſert the Word 
Created into theſe Anathemas, could A- 
 thanaſius have the leaſt Grounds to hope, 
that His Forgery would not be Diſcovered, 
at ſo ſmall a Diſtance of Time, when there 
were ſo many True Copies extant, and in 
the hands of thoſe who were Continually 
watching an Opportunity to ruin Him? 
Muſt it not Neceſſarily have been the 
moſt Notorious Thing in the World, 
that this Famous Orthodox Council dur/t 
not condemn the Principal Blaſphemy of 
Arrius? Would not the Arians keep up 
the Remembrance of it, by continually 
preſſing it upon their Adverſaries? Was 
it poſſible for Athanaſius to hope, that, 
though His Interpolated Copies ſhould 
have the Good Fortune to eſcape Unob- 
ſeryed for ſome time, His Books, in which 
e 
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he ſeveral times directly affirms that the 
Council of Nice did condemn that word, 
could fall into the hands of any Arian, 
who would not be able to give Him 
the Lye upon his own Certain Know- 
| ledge, if he was the leaſt acquainted with 

the Controverſy? And would a Man of 
His Admirable Parts and Senſe propagate 
an Interpolation for the Intereſt of His 
Cauſe, which could not but be Detected 
immediately to the Irreparable Damage 
and Diſgrace of Himſelf and His Cauſe; 
and which yet, if it ſhould eſcape De- 
tection, would be of no Service to Him- 
ſelf or His Cauſe, but rather the contrary ? 
Or if He could be ſo Stupidly Wicked 
Himſelf, as to Damn Himſelf with Deli- 
beration for nothing; could He work uf 
an Aſſembly of Biſhops to the ſame Height 
of Wickedneſs and Stupidity? 
AND farther, whatever you may think 
of Athanaſius's Heat and Obſtinacy, which 
were nothing but Zeal and Conſtancy ; He 
has ſufficiently ſhewn Himſelf a Man _ - 
truly Moderate and Comprehenſive Princi- 
ples in the Diſputes which aroſe among 
the Orthodox about gaz and agua, 
and in the Declaration He makes in fa- 
vour of . thoſe who could not approve 
of the Word dh K. It is therefore In- 
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conſiſtent with His Character, to ſuppoſe- 
that He would Interpolate the Anathema 
to bring in a word, which, as I have al- 
ready obſerved, could notigain over one 
Arian to His ſide, and might Probably give 
Occaſion of Scandal and Diſguſt to ſeveral 
who would otherwiſe have joyned withHim, 
TO this I ſhall only add, that you have 
brought an Argument to prove, that A- 
thanaſius made this Interpolation Volunta- 
rily, which, in my Opinion, rather proves 
that He made no Interpolation at all. Your 
Argument is this: Athanaſius s very Church 
of Alexandria s Copy had not this Inter- 
polation, as we have ſeen; ſo that it is mo- 
rally certain, that Athanaſius was not un- 
acquainted with the True Copy, and 75 
certain, that this Interpolation of His 
was Voluntary. But if Athanaſius did not 
Interpolate that Copy which of all others 
He was moſt likely to have Interpolated, 
I think we may fairly conclude that He 
Interpolated none. And that He ſhould 
Interpolate any Copy, and not that too 
which belonged to His own Church, is 
highly Improbable. Could He be ſo ſilly, 
as to . ſo Authentick a Witneſs of His 


Frand in His own Archives, where the 
Biſhops of His Province, and the Clergy of 
His Dioceſs might ſo eaſily and almoſt Un- 
avoidably diſcover His Villainy? Muſt He 
not foreſee that the Conſequence of ſuch 
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. a Diſcovery would be His Certain Ruin? 


Would He chuſe to live in the Continual 


Danger of being Deferted by thoſe with- 
ach Adherence He found He 


ny day in His Power to eaſe Himſelf 
of theſe Terrible Apprehenſions? Would 
not a man, whoſe Ambition it was to give 
Laws to the whole World, take all the 


Countrymen ſhould not Deſpiſe and Deteſt 
Him as a Notorious Villain? Is it not 
ſtrange, that none of His Subordinate 
N none of his Suffragan Biſhops, 
who had Frequent Occaſions to come to 
Alexandria, and if they were Men of any 
Learning or Curioſity, as certainly ſome 
of them at leaſt muſt have been, could not 
but ſpend ſome time among the Records 
of that Antient Church; ls it not ſtrange, 
I ay, that none of thefe ſhould eyer dif- 
cover this Forgery? And if they did Diſco- 
ver it, is it not ſtranger, that ſo many of 
them ſhould ſtand by Him fo Faithfully 
in the Worſt of Times, and venture their 
Lives in the Serviceof a Tyrannical, Cheat- 
ing Knave? But this only concerns you, 
and that other Fudicious Perſon, from whom 
you recerved the fixing this Interpolation upon 
Athanaſius; for we have ſeen, that Atha- 


naſius s very Church of Alexandria s Copy 


bad this Clauſe, 
” XII. AND 
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XII. AND now Laſtly I am to make good 
my Promiſe, and Prove that the Council 
it ſelf, in their Synodrcal Epiſtle, declare 
that they had Condemned the word Creat- 
ed: And if this can be Proved, every man, 
1 think, muſt own, that the Caſe is as 

Clear to Him, as if he ſaw the Clauſe with 
his own Eyes in the Original Anathemas, 
which the Fathers of that Council ſub- 
| ſcribed; unleſs it can be ſuppoſed that the 
Whole Council could be Ignorant of 
what the Whole Council had done, or at- 
tempt to make the World believe that 
they had Condemned an Expreſſion, which 
all the World muſt ſoon know they had 
not Condemned. 

OF this Synodical Epiſtle we have four 
Copies extant, and thoſe are in Theodorit, 
Socrates, Gelaſius, and Nicephorus. Inthe 
Three Laſt they affirm that they have ana- 
thematized the Term Created or Creature. 
In the Firſt the Clauſe where they ſay ſo 
is omitted, as the Greek Text now ſtands, 
but retained in all the Verſions I have ſeen, 
except Camerarius's,and this encouraged me 
to conſult the Hiſtoria Tripartita, collect- 
ed and Tranſlated from Socrates, Sozomen, 
and Theodorit, in which the Compiler 
tranſcribes ſometimes one and ſometimes 
another, Prefixing the Name of the Au- 
thor from whom he Tranſcribes, as we are 
told in the Preface: Judicavimus de 11 
OT Difta- 
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Dictatoribus deflorata colligere, & cum 
Auttoris ſui nomine in Ordinem collocare. 
And in this Hiſtory there is a Copy of the 
Synodical Epiſtle with the abovemen- 
tioned Clauſe in its proper place, as in 
the other Three, and Theodorit's Name 
is ſet before it; which, in my Opini- 
on, is a very ſubſtantial Proof, that the 
Clauſe was in that Copy of Theodorit 
which Epiphanius Scholaſticus made uſe of, 
about 50 Years after Theodorit's Death; 

an Age, which I believe, no MS of that 
Author now extant can pretend to come 
nigh. And if the Clauſe was in Epipha- 
nius's Copy of Theodorit, I think we may 
very reaſonably conclude, that it was Ort- 
ginally in that Copy of the Synodical E- 
piſtle, which Theodorit publiſhed ; ſince it 
is Infinitely more Probable that it was O- 
riginally there, and afterwards dropt, in 
ſo Long a Tra&t of Time, and in the 
Courſe of ſo many Tranſcriptions, than 
that it was Originally not there, and yet 
inſerted ſo very Early. What Weight 
this Argument will have with you 1n the 
Preſent Caſe, I cannot pretend to gueſs: 
but this I will venture to ſay, that in any 
Parallel Caſe of Criticiſm, where there 1s 
no room for Prejudice, you, and all Men 
of Scnſe, mult readily agree, that the True 
Reading of 4 Record preſerved in any 
Hiſtory is that which the moſt IONS 
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Ms of that Hiſtory acknowledges, and all 
the other Hiſtorians in their Copies of the 
ſame Record unanimouſly retain. It ap- 
pears therefore, that in all the Copies of 
the Synodical Epiſtle now extant there is 
or Originally was, a Clauſe, in which the 
Whole Council aſſures us, that zhe Term 
Created was Condemned. And after all, if 
we ſhould not inſiſt upon Theodorit's Teſti- 
mony, there would yet be Three Copies 
againſt One, Three Poſitive Witneſſes a- 
gainſt One Negative; a Diſparity Great 
enough of it ſelf to determine a Diſpute 
of this Nature, where no Internal Cha- 
racter can be pretended on the other ſide. 
One of the Three indeed is too Modern 
to be of any Great Authority: but even 
he alone, notwithſtanding this Diſadvan- 

tage in the Point of Age, may be ſafely 
oppoſed to Theodorit in t re 
State of the Caſe; ſince the Argument 
drawn from Epiphanius's Tranſlation, 
though it ſhould not be thought ſtrong e- 
nough to prove Theodorit a Witneſs for 
this Clauſe in the Hynodical Epiſtle, muſt 
yet, in its Leaſt Force, be allowed to prove, 
that, as a Witneſs againſt it, his E- 
vidence is very Uncertain and Precarious. 
And the other Two are Unexceptionable, 
your old Objection of Tranſcribing from 
Athanaſus being here entirely Precluded; 
ſince Athanaſius has no where given us 
ann. Gp of this Fe. e 
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1 BUT to make the Caſe ſtill Clearer, if 
1 poſlibk, I ſhall propoſe and examine all 

the Objections, which can be raiſedagainſt 
J this Deciſive Teſtimony by the moſt Capti- 
ous and Difingenuous Adverſary. And in 
haps be Objected, 


the firſt place 1t may per 
TFhat the word xm@» is not ſaid to have 
been anathematized, but xngqa; that the 
word minua is joyned with it, which 
yet we find in no Copy of the Anathe- 
matiſms; and that the words aimZ2od- 
un X2Xias Y &g eds Mule are alſo ſaid 
to have ſha & the ſame Fate, though 
we have not one Sy//able of them in any 
Copy of the Anathemas now extant; 
whence it neceſſarily follows, that the 
Council did not deſign to give the very 
words, which they had condemned, but 
only the Senſe; and conſequently, that 
the Diſputed: Clauſe cannot be proved 
Genuin from the Inſertion: of the word 
xToa, in this place, ſince it is agreed, 


or xm@1 is condemned in the other Ana- 
thematized Expreſſions, which are allow- 
ed to be Genuin. Theſe Objections I 
have put together into One, becauſe they 
agree in the ſame Particular Concluſion, 
and will be removed at once by the ſame 
Anſwer, which 1 ſhall give as briefly as 
I can, after J have ſet down the Pailage 
from which they are drawn. Ku maple 

. 20 


et 


that all which can be meant by xnoe 
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tdoze ce Lc Oe Tl gon dvry Star, x 
Ta pn © x Ta oopa® Te BXaopyua; vis 
exeyenlo BXaoPnuar, I You Ty Fey XD * C 
rn, % ehe rs z e % Y ab E e 
xaxias Y dg TU SI H yer TE 9:8 A 
X N 9 oj orouaC ores, ana Abe 
p4mow n ayis ouwodes k. Theſe are the 
Words of the Council in their Synodical 
Epiſtle, and the Queſtion 1s, whether the 
ſmall Inaccuracy ſhewn in putting «mop 
for xT5y, in placing viva amongſt the 
Anathemarized Expreſſions, whereas it was 
only Condemned in the Creed, and in 
Paraphraſing Te:Ho 1 ,d by arniZeod- 
THT xaxlas 9 ge Nl, be ufficient to 
prove, that the Council meant nothing 
more than that they had Condemned the 
Senſe and Notion of the Term Created ex- 
preſſed in the other Condemned Phraſes. 
And this being the State of the Queſtion, 
I am to maintain it in the Negative, which, 
I think, will Clearly appear to be True 
from the following Reaſons. 1. The only 
Condemned Expreſſions omitted in this Ac- 
count, which the Council gives us of their 
Anathematiſms, are rev yenmnι⁰,!ẽ¶3.- , and 
eg erigas CNet Volas, and the firſt of 
theſe is retained in Theodorit's Copy of this 
Epiſtle; and though both of them may be 
affirmed of any Created Being, yet neither of 
them contains any thing like the Notion and 
* Ap. Soc; I. 1. c. 9. p. 23. 7% — 
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Definition of Creation. And 5» mort de 8% %, 
and # cx wmv, which do really contain 
the Notion of @ Created Being, are ex- 
preſsly mentioned in this Account before 
| xmoua, Now when the Council added 


the word znoua after theſe and the other 
Condemned Expreſlions, they either meant 
to make their Readers believe by it, that 


they had condemned another word beſides 
thoſe which went before, or another No- 


tion only, or this Clauſe is a Stupid Tau- 
tology without any Deſign or Mean- 


ing at all. If they meant to make their 
Readers believe they had condemned 
another word, the Point I contend for 


is gained, and the Contrary Argument falls 
to the Ground. And they could not mean 
to make their Readers believe they had 
Condemned a Notion not mentioned as 
Condemned before; for they had men- 
tioned two Expreſſions, in which the No- 


tion of Creation is fully Condemned. It 


remains therefore, that it is a Neceſſary 
Conſequence from the Suppoſition againſt 
which I am arguing, that this Clauſe in 
the Synodical Epiſtle is a Stupid Tauto- 


logy without any Deſign or Meaning. 


Andas this Conſequence 1s Abſurd enough 
to ſhew the Falſehood of any Aſſertion, 
from which it follows; ſo in the Preſent 
Caſe Particularly it is of Double Force 


againſt the Argument I am now Examin-- 


R ing 


1 


n * m OR * a . 8 
. _ 22 hs = 428; is. > " * N ' an EY 22 N 
: = : ; N "EL _ : < oy b 4 4 = . — - ? = — * * * 4 _— -_ L of I = 0 
2 . ah 2 * - 5 2 * — — — * 4 
- — 23 - — — -— = — 
EE — — — 
23 


258 An Anſwer to the Charge of 
ing, which has all its Strength from the 
Appearance of a ſmall Inaccuracy on the 
other hand, and, to avoid it, runs us in- 
to the Suppolition of a Greater. 2. It 18 
a Point agreed upon betwixt us, and Evi- 

dently True in it felf, that if the Council 
of Nice did not condemn the Term Created, 
it could be for no other Reaſon but be- 
cauſe they durſt not. And if they would 

have anathematized it, if they durſt; it 
is plain, that they did, if they durf#. But 
if they durſt call it Blaſphemous, they 


durſt anathematize it, and forbid the Uſe 


of it. And in this very Paſſage they reckon 
it among the rA pyuars v T% wour@ T AAG 
nu. Therefore they dur condemn it. 
Therefore they did. 3. If the Council of 
Nice did not condemn the Term Created, 


the ſame Principle of Conſcience, Which 


reſtrained them from Condemning it, muft 
alſo have reſtrained them from ſpeaking 
of it, as they do here, in fuch a manner, 


that it was not poſſible for them to have 


notified the Condemnation of it more 
clearly and expreſsly, if they really had 
Condemned it. And to ſuppoſe that they 
durſt endeavour to make the World be- 


lieve, that they had Condemned a word,. 


which they durſt not Condemn, is very Ab- 
ſurd and Inconſiſtent; and can only be the 
Laſt Refuge of a Perverſe Diſputant, who 


can believe an Aſſembly of 300 Primitive 


Biſhops 
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Biſhops to have been Honeſt and Con- 


Neientious one Minute, and Knaves and 
Villains the next, juſt as it ſerves his pre- 
{ent Purpoſe, rather than give up a Darling 
Hypotheſis. And if you, who have taken 
fo much Pains ſometimes to Vindicate, 
and fometimes to abuſe he Council of 
Nee, can entertain this Opinion of them 
I dare venture to aſſure you, for your Sa- 


_ tibfathion, that you will be as Singular in 


it as your heart can with. 

BESIDEsS theſe, the only Objection 
which 1 think can poſſibly be made, is, 
That of all the Anathematized Expreſ- 
* ſfons xn is mentioned laſt in this Ac- 
count, and after the Paraphraſe of er. 


rh 9 Mert. There is therefore little 


© "reaſon to doubt but this Clauſe in the 
* Synodical Epiſtle is no better than Atha- 
* naſian Interpolation and Forgery alſo ; 
* eſpecially ſince the Period is Full and 
© Compleat without it. But the Fullneſs 
of the Period without it is no Argument 
againft it; for if you break off at %, 
the Period is Full; if you break of higher 


at SMD,, the Period is (till Full. And 
the Place in which it ſtands can be no Ar- 


gument againſt it, whilſt the firſt Arian 
Expreſſion mentioned in this Account is 
the third in the Anathematiſms, and the 
firſt in the Anathematiſms is the Se- 
cond here. On the contrary, it is much 

| K 2. --- rather 
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rather an Argument in its favour ; for an 
Interpolator, if he had not as little Senſe 
as Honeſty, would moſt Certainly have 
inſerted it in its proper Place. 


UPON the whole matter, The Copies, 
in which this Clauſe of the Anathemas is 
omitted, are generally very Faulty, and 
omit many other Words as well as thoſe 
before us, particularly in the Anathemas : 
The Copies which acknowledge it are much 
more Correct, more Antient, and taken 
at fewer Removes from the Original. The 
Witneſſes againſt it are only thoſe Inaccu- 

rate Copies which omit it: The Witneſſes 
for it are not only the Copies which retain 
it, but alſo ſeveral Authors who Intimate, 
and others who directly affirm, that the 
Term Created was Condemned. The 
Witneſſes againſt it are Negative, Fewer, 
more Modern, Inconſiſtent with one ano- 
ther,andoften with themſelves,moſt of them 
Convitted of giving Falſe Evidence againſt 
other Words which are Indiſputably Ge- 
nuin, and not one of them preſent where 
the Scene of the Diſputed Fact is laid: 
The Witneſſes for it are Poſitive, more in 
number, more Antient, more Subſtantial, 
more Authentick, agree in Their Teſtimo- 
ny; and two of them Prefent at the Coun- 
cil. For the Clauſe there are ſeveral In- 
{> ternal 
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ternal Characters; againſt it None. The 


Accidental Omiſſion of it is much more 
Eaſy to be accounted for, than the Acci- 


dental Inſertion of it. The Voluntary O- 


miſſion of it may alſo Eaſily be accounted 
for, by Charging it apon 7 e Arians, for 
which we have very Good Grounds from 


Hiſtory; ſince they who Counterfeited 


and Corrupted the Creed it ſelf, with ſo 
little Proſpe& of any Real Advantage to 
their Cauſe from it, and the Abſolute Im- 
poſlibility of eſcaping undiſcovered, could 
not, upon any Principle of Conſcience or 
Caution, ſcruple to corrupt the Anathe- 


mas: The Voluntary Inſertion of it can- 
not be accounted for by charging it upon 


Athanaſius, as you have done; ſince we 
have no Reaſon, from His Character or 
Hiſtory, to ſuppoſe Him Capable of ſo 
Baſe an Action, and very Good Grounds 
from both to believe the Contrary; ſince 
He could not propoſe any Poſſible Ad- 
vantage to Himſelf or His Cauſe from it, 
nor hope to deterr any man from uſing 


that Expreſſion by this Interpolation, the 


Orthodox and Moderate Arians abſtain- 
ing from it already, and that the more 
Violent Arians would doany thing out of 


Deference to the Authority of aCouncil they 


defied, no man in his Wits could Imagine; 
ſince on the contrary He had more rea- 


| ſon to expect, that the Inſertion of this 


M3 Clauſe 
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Clauſe would prejudice ſome againſt the 
Council, than reconcile any to it or its 
Doctrine; ſince a Man of His Admirale 
Parts cannot be ſuppoſed fo Egregiouſly 
ſtupid, as to Propagate an Interpolation for 
the Intereſt of His Cauſe, which could not 
be of any Service to His Cauſe, and muft 
alſo ſoon be Detected by His Vigilant E- 
nemies to theIrreparable Damage and Diſ- 
grace of Himſelf and His Cauſe; and 
ſince, though all this could be ſuppoſed of 
Athanaſius, yet no man can be ſo Uncha- 
ritable and Abſurd as to ſuppoſe it of a 
whole Aſſembly of Biſhops, who joyned 
with Him in Propagating this Clauſe, 
but he who could be ſo Fooliſhly Wicked, 
as to be guilty of ſuch a ſenſeleſs Piece of 
Villainy himſelf. And laſtty, which alone, 
till it is Diſproved, muſt for ever ſilence 
this Diſpute, we have the Expreſs Teſtima- 
ny of the Council it ſelf that the Term Created 
was Anathematizted. Ge, 
AND now I think 1 may be allowed to 
ſay, that no Reading, which is not either 
Acknowledged by all the Copies, or Ab- 
ſolutely Neceſſary to the Senſe and Con- 
ſtruction, can well be eſtabliſned upon ſurer 
Grounds than this Clauſe of the Anathe- 
mas. Your Second Propoſition therefore 
being thus ſo plainly refuted, the Third 
which depends entirely upon it, muſt 
fall of Courſe withour any farther 
RC Om. Trouble 
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Trouble: and yet if you expect that 
This toa- ſhould be @ little conſidered, 
you may find perhaps that in one of the 
Obſervations upon your Firſt Propoſition, 
and the XIth Argument againſt your Second, 
I have Occaſionally faid enough to ſhew, 
that you have drawn a Precarious, Un- 
neceſſary, and Abſurd Conſequence from 
a Falſe Aſſumption. 


T am, $1R, 


our moſt Humble Servant, 


STYAN THIRLBY. 
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T ma 2 be expected, that I 
ſhould ſay ſomething here of a Little 
Book, which was Publiſhed whilſt theſe 
Papers were in the Preſs, with the Title 
of Calumny no Conviction, in Anſwer to 
your Letter. But though I cannot think 


my ſelf ſo Baſe, as to be Capable of any 


thing like Ingratitude; I muſt own I find 


very Little Inclination in my ſelf to pay 


the Acknowledgements, which I owe to 
the Anonymous Author of that Piece. 
For, to confeſs the Truth of the Caſe, 
that Learned Gentleman has been ſo very 
Exceſſive in His Civilities, that 1 cannot 
eaſily make a Warm and Suitable Return, 
without the Danger of being thought fo 
Weak, as to be pleaſed with Undeſerved 
Praiſe. Other men may, and will, ſay, 
The Judicious Author of Calumny no Con- 
viction: but in me, it might perhaps be 
conſtrued rather Vanity, than Gratitude. 
1 muſt therefore leave the Commendations 


He fo juſtly deſerves to thoſe, who can 


Commend Him with leſs Envy to them- 
ſelves, and much more Credit to Him. 
But whatever Imputations I may lay my 


ſelf open to by it, as I had much rather 


be, or be thought, Vain than Ungratefull, 
I can 


POSTSCRIPT 
4 cannot excuſe my ſelf from thankfully 


, acknowledging the Great Honour, which 


this Ingenious Gentleman has done me. 
And if any man be ſo Sour as to think, 
that even by this Poor Acknowledgement 
I do in effect take to my ſelf the Applauſe 
which 1 cannot pretend to deſerve; I ſhall 
have the Satisfaction to ſee him ſhew not 
leſs Ignorance than Ill Nature, in Abſurd- 
ly Concluding, that a man takes a thing 
as his Due, becauſe he receives it thank- 
fully asa Favour. Inonething indeed my 
Generous Advocate might have obliged 
me farther, and that is by publiſhing 


His Book ſooner; for though He has 


not Anticipated me in many Points, 
yet it would have furniſhed me with 
a very Good Anſwer to the Argu- 
ments and Importunity of my Friends, 

which have extorted from me the fore- 
going unpoliſhed Sheets. As they are, I 
have given them up to the Repeated Re- 
queſt of thoſe, whom I ought not to have 
ſuffered to have asked any thing of me 


twice; and if I have obliged them at the 


Expence of my Reputation, I ſhall com- 
fort my ſelf, under the Loſs of it, by the 
Principle to which I have ſacrificed it. Not 
but that I ſhould be glad to ſhew the Re- 


gard I pay to their Commands ata Cheap- 


er Rate; a Man may be willing to venture 
his Life in the Service of his Friend, and 


yet 


4 
th "a 
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yet very willing to came off Alive: And 
though lam not, ſo far as I know my felf, of 
the Number of thoſe who can fatten upon 
Praiſe, and grow Lean upon the Diſap- 
pointment of it, I am not ſo Proud as to 
deſpiſe the Cenſure of the Publick; Nei- 
ther am I aſhamed to beg the Continuance 
of the ſame Favour and Indulgence, which 
the Inequality of the Combat procured 
for my former Book againſt you. Inthis, 
what Reaſon I may have to expect it, 
I cannot tell; but 1 fear I have but too 
much Reaſon to deſire it. The Subject of 
the Greateſt Part of it is Dry and Unplea- 
fant in its own Nature, ſo as ſcarce to ad- 
mit of any Ornament, or any thing which 
might be thrownin to enliven a Dull Scene: 
It is alſo perfectly New and Unbeaten, and, 
if your word may be taken for it, entirely 
given up by ſome of the moſt Learned Men 
in the Nation; and yet in theſe Circum- 
ſtances I have had the Hardineſs, Alone, and 
without any the leaſt Aſſiſtance, to engage 
with three Learned and Fudicious Adver- 
fares, But that which gives me the 
greateſt Occaſion to lay in my Petition for 
Excuſe and Candour, is the Neceſlity I 
was under of ſending almoſt two thirds 
of theſe Papers to the Preſs as faſt as I 
could write them; ſo many were the 
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New Obſervations which occurred to | 
me upon the Review of the whole Caſe. | 
5 ä Upon 
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Upon theſe Accounts I flatter my ſelf with 
the Hopes of ſome Allowances for any 
Miſtakes or Marks of Haſt, which may 
be Obſerved either in the Argument, or 
the Method, or the Style of this Letter ; 
and the rather becauſe this 1s Likely to 
be the Laſt Time that I ſhall trouble you 
or the World with any Amuſements about 
the Honeſty of Athanaſius, or any thing 
elſe. But I would not have you miſun— 


derſtand me; This Requeſt I make to 
_ thoſe only, who are to be the Judges 
betwixt us: From you I neither expect 


nor deſire any Favour in this kind; 
but only that, if you. ſhall think fic 


once more to return me a Repe- 


tition inſtead of a Reply, you would 


be ſo kind as to hold me Excuſed from 
any Farther Correſpondence with you, 
which may not be carried on by the 
Poſt. And ſo, Sir, I humbly take my 
Leave of you and the Publick, in the 

f an Author. | 


THE END. 


S244 
P. 45. l. 16. r. He does not only ſpeak as if there were one 
Divinity in all the three Perſons, as you afterwards endeavour 
to bring your ſelf off; but expreſſly affirms that the Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt are One God. P. 128. No. 6. d. Car. 1, 
P. 13 3. No. 29. inf, Sedet ad dexteram Patris, inde Car. 3. 


| 9 BO OKS Printed for and Sold by Co RNEL TVS 
; CROWNFIELD atthe UNIVERSITY-PRESS 
in CAMBRIDGE. 


Uidz Lexicon, Græce & Latine. Textum Græ- 
cum cum Manuſcriptis Codicibus collatum a 
quamplurimis mendis purgavit, Notiſque perpetuis 
illuſtravit: Verſionem Latinam Æmili Porti innu- 
meris in locis correxit; Indiceſque Auctorum & 
Rerum adjecit Ludolphus Nuſterus, Profeſſor huma- 
niorum literarum in Gymnaſio Regio Berolinenſi. 
| Fol o, 1710. | | | 
Qi. Horatius Flaccus, ex Recenſione & cum No- 
tis atque Emendationibus Richardi Bentleii, Quarto, 
1711. | 
HATER Naturalis Principia Mathematica. 


Auctore Iſaaco Newtono, Equite Aurato. Editio 


Secunda Auctior & Emendatior. Quarto, 1713. 
C. Criſpi Salluſtii quae extant; cum Notis Inte- 
gris Glareani, Rivii, Ciacconii, Gruteri, Carrionis, 
Manutii, Putſchii, Douſae; Selectis Caſtilionei, 
C. & A. Popmae, Palmerii, Urſini, J. Fr. Grono- 
vii, Victorii, &c. Accedunt Julius Exſuperantius, 
Porcius Latro; & Fragmenta Hiſtoricorum Vett. cum 
Notis A. Popmae. Recenſuit, Notas perpetuas, & In- 
dices adjecit Joſephus Waſſe, Coll. Regin. apud Can- 
tab. Socius; & Nobiliſſ. Marchioni de Kent a Sa- 
cris Domeſticis. Praemittitur Salluſtii Vita, Auctore, 
V. Cl. Joanne Clerico. Quarto, 1710. 
C. Julu Cæſaris quæ exſtant Omnia. Ex Re- 
cenſione Joannis Daviſii, Coll. Regin. Cantab. Socii, 
cum ejuſdem Animadverſionibus ac Notis Pet. Ciac- 
conit, Fr. Hotomanni, Joan. Brantii, Dionyſ. Voſſii 
& aliorum. Acceſſere Metaphraſis Græca Libro- 


rum vii. De Bello Gallico, nec non Indices neceſ- 
ſarii. Quarto, 1706. 
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Remarks upon a late Diſconr/e of Fre. Thinking : Tn 
a Letter tb F. H. D. D. by Phileleutherus Lipfienſis. 
Part the Firſt, the Third Edition; and Purt the Second, 
che Second Edition, Octavo, 1714. 
V. Cl. Andre Tacquet Soc. Jeſu Sacerdotis & 
Matheſews Profeſſoris Elementa Geometriæ Planæ ac 
Solidz ; & Selecta ex Archimede Theoremata. Ac- 
cedunt Corollaria non pauca illuſtrandis Elementis 
accomodata, & varios propoſitionum plurimarum 
Uſus continentia. Summa cura emendata, & XL 
Schematibus novis æri incifis illuſtrata. A Gulielmo 
| Whiſton, A. M. Matheſeas Profeſſore Lucaſiano apud 
Cantabrigienſes. 
& emendittor. Octavo, 1710. | 
| Bernhardi Varenii Geographia Generalis, in qua 


affectiones generales Telluris explicantur. Adjecta | 


eſt Appendix, præcipua Recentiorum inventa ad 
Geographiam ſpectantia continens, A Facobo urin, 
A. M. Collegii S. Trinitatis Socio, & Scholz Pub- 
Hicz Novocaſtrenſis Archididaſcalo. Ofavs, 7 

Emendationes in Menandri & Philemonis Reli- 
quias, ex nupera Editione Formis Clerici: Ubi multa 
Grotii & aliorum, plurima vero Clerici errata caſti- 
gantur. Auctore Phileleuthero Lipfienfi. Scriptae Anno 
mpccx. Accedit Epiſtola Critica Riohardli Bentleii 
de Joanne Malela Antiocheno ; Scripta Anno 
MDCxci. Editio Altera Emendatior. Octavo, 
1713. 


Q. Horatius Flaccus ad nuperam Richardi Bentleit 


Editionem accurate expreſſus. Notas addidit Thomas 
Beatleins, A. B. Collegii S. Trinitatis apud Canta- 

brigienſes Alumnus. Octavo, 1713. 
M. Minucii Felicis Octavius, ex iterata Recen- 
ſione Joannis Daviſi, LL. D. Coll. Regin. Cantab. 
Socii; cum ejuſdem Animadverſionibus, ac Notis 
Integris Deſ. Heraldi & Nic. Rigaltii, nec * = 
cis 


Editio Secunda, aliquanto auctior, 


IeQis aliorum. Accedit Commodianus, Evi Cy- 


prianici Scriptor, cum Obſervationibus antchac Edi- 
tis, aliiſque nonnullis, quæ jam primum prodeunt, 
Ottavo, | 1712. | 
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Characteres Ethici. Grace & Latine. Cum Notis 
ac Emendationibus Iſaaci Caſauboni & Aliorum. 
KB 1 Duporti Prælectiones jam primum 
E ditæ. Græca cum vetuſtiſſimis MSS. collata re- 
cenſuit, & Notas adjecit, Pet. Needham, S. T. B. 
Coll. Div. Johan. Cantab. Socius. Oftavo, 1713. 
Hieroclis Philoſophi Alexandri Commentarius in 
Aurea Carmina, de Providentia & Fato que ſuper- 


ſunt, & reliqua Fragmenta, Græce & Latine. 


Græca cum MSS. collata caſtigavit, Verſionem re- 


cenſuit, Notas & Indicem adjecit Per. Needham, 


S. T. B. Coll. D. Joannis Cantab. Socius. Octavo, 


1713. 


Balthaſaris Caſtilionis Comitis Libri 1v. De Cu- 


riali ſive Aulico ex Italico Sermone in Latinum con- 
verſi Interprete Bartholomaso Clarke. Recenſuit 


Samuel Drake, A. M. Coll. Div. Joh. Cantab. Socius. 


Octavo, 1713. 


Lexicon Novi Teſtamenti Alphabeticum, nunc 


primum plenè editum: Continens omnes Voces tim 
Primitivas quam Derivativas, Anomalas atque Com- 
munes, in ſacro Textu occurrentes; cum earum Re- 
ſolutione Grammatica. In Uſum Scholarium. Studio 
& Labore Joan. Dawſon, A. B. Octave, 1706. 

Publii Virgilii Maronis Bucolica, Georgica, & 
Anis. Ad optimorum Exemplarium fidem recen— 
ſita. Editio Altera. 12%. 1711. 

Publiz Terentii Afri Comœdiæ ad optimorum 
Fxemplarium fidem recenſitæ. Acceſſerunt Variæ 
Lectiones, quæ in Libris MSS. & Eruditorum Com- 
mentari is notatu digniores occurrunt. Editio Altera, 
12. 1701, N 


— 632 . Prin ne _- 
— N — — 


. % Wa Cty 4 
* 
— — ors 
— 
—_ A  _—— 
— 7 — — 


Remarks upon a late Diſeomrſe of Free. Thinking : Fr 
a Lerner to F. H. D. D. by Phileleutherns Lipfienſis. 


Part the Firſt, the Third Edition; and Part the Second, 


the Second Edition, Octavo, 1714. ST 
V. Cl. Andree Tacquet Soc. Jeſu Sacerdotis & 
Mathefews Profeſſoris Elementa Geometriæ Planæ ac 
Solidæ; & Selecta ex Archimede Theoremata. Ac- 
cedttnt Corollaria non pauca illuſtrandis Elementis 
accomodata, & varios propoſitionum plurimarum 
Uſus continentia. Summa cura emendata, & XL 
Schematibus novis æri incifis illuſtrata. A Gulielmo 
Ihiſton, A. M. Matheſces Profeſſore Lucaſiano apud 
Cantabrigienfes. Editio Secunda, aliquanto auctior, 
& emendittor. Octavo, 1710. 
Bernhardi Varenii Geographia Generalis, in qua 
affectiones generates Telluris explicantur. Adjecta 
eſt Appendix, præcipua Recentiorum inventa ad 
Geographiam ſpectantia continens, A FJacobo Furin, 
A. M. Collegii S. Trinitatis Socio, & Scholæ Pub- 
lice Novocaſtrenfis Archididaſcalo. Octavo, 171 2. 
Emendationes in Menandri & Philemonis Reli- 
quias, ex nupera Editione Forms Clerici- Ubi multa 
Grotii & ahorum, plurima vero Clerici errata caſti- 
gantur. Auctore Phileleuthero Lipſienſi. Scriptae Anno 
mpccx. Accedit Epiſtola Critica Riohardli Bentleii 
de Joanne Malela Antiocheno ; Scripta Anno 


MDcxct. Editio Altera Emendatior. Octavo, 


1713. 
. Horatius Flaccus ad nuperam Kichardi Bentleii 
Editionem accurate expreſſus. Notas addidit Thomas 
Bentleius, A. B. Collegii S. Trinitatis apud Canta- 
brigienſes Alumnus. Octavo, 1713. | 

M. Minucii Felicis Octavius, ex iterata Recen- 
ſione Joannis Daviſii, LL. D. Coll. Regin. Cantab. 
Socii; cum ejuſdem Animadverſionibus, ac Notis 
Integris Deſ. Heraldi & Nic. Rigaltii, nec non Se- 


lectis 


| 


Tefis aliorum. Accedit Commodiahus, Evi Cy- 
prianici Scriptor, cum Obſervationibus antchac Edi- 
tis, aliiſque nonnullis, quæ jam primum prodeunt. 
Octavo, 1712. „ 

Oeoe dc KagguTnes HFwmoi. T heophraſti 
Characteres Ethici. Græce & Latine. Cum Notis 
ac Emendationibus Iſaaci Caſauboni & Aliorum. 
1 Duporti Prælectiones jam primum 
Editæ. Græca cum vetuſtiſſimis MSS. collata re- 
cenſuit, & Notas adjecit, Pet. Needham, S. T. B. 
Coll. Div. Johan. Cantab. Socius. Oftavo, 1713. 


Hieroclis Philoſophi Alexandri Commentarius in 


Aurea Carmina, de Providentia & Fato quæ ſuper- 
ſunt, & reliqua Fragmenta, Græce & Latine. 
Græca cum MSS. collata caſtigavit, Verſionem re- 
cenſuit, Notas & Indicem adjecit Pet. Needham, 
S. T. B. Coll. D. Joannis Cantab. Socius. Octavo, 
1713. 

Beithaſarts Caſtilionis Comitis Libri rv. De Cu- 
riali ſive Aulico ex Italico Sermone in Latinum con- 
verſi Interprete Bartholowato Clarke. Recenſuit 
Samuel Drake, A. M. Coll. Div. Joh. Cantab. Socius. 
Octavo, 1713. 1 

Lexicon Novi Teſtamenti Alphabeticum, nunc 


primum plenè editum: Continens omnes Voces tàm 
Primitivas quam Derivativas, Anomalas atque Com- 


munes, in ſacro Textu occurrentes; cum earum Re- 
ſolutione Grammatica. In Uſum Scholarium. Studio 
& Labore Joan. Dawſon, A. B. Octave, 1706, 


Publii Virgilii Maronis Bucolica, Gceorgica, & 


Ancis. Ad optimorum Exemplarium fidem recen- 
ita. Editio Altera. 12%. 1711. 


Publii Terentii Afri Comœdiæ ad optimorum 


I xemplarium fidem recenſitæ. Acceſſerunt Variæ 
Lectiones, quæ in Libris MSS. & Eruditorum Com- 
mentari is notatu digniores occurrunt. Editio Altera, 
12%. 1701, FFM or 
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